
CENTRAL administrative TRIBUNAL
principal bench

NEW DELHI.-

O.A. N0.23I2 of 1993

This the Vk day of 3uly, 1997.

HON'BLE SHRl JUSTICE K.M.AGARWAL, CHAIRMAN.
HON'BLE shri n.sahu, member (a).

EX. Head Const. (Driver) Phool Chand No.988/Security.
son of Shri Ram Ujagar TiwarE
previously employed in Delhi Police,
R/o A-I6, Ibrahim
P.O.Mukhmail Pur, DeIhi-110036.

(By Advocate Shri Shankar Raju)

Versus

Delhi Administration
through Additional Commissioner of Police,
(Security &Traffic) Police Headquarters,

, MiS.'O'. BpildiiTg,' I.'P.Estate,
New Delhi.

Additional Dy. Commissioner of Police,
(Security) Main Line,
New Delhi-IlOOOI.

(By Advocate Shri Vijay Pandita)

.Applicant.

...Respondents.

ORDER

By 3ustice K.M. Agarwal:

By this application under Sectrcn 19 of the Adminlstratrve Tribunals
Act, 1985, the applicant wants his reinstatement with
benefits after quashing the impugned order of dismissal dated/and the
appellate order dated 22.7.1993 confirming the order passed by the disciplinary
authority.

2. The applicant was initially appointed as a Constable (Driver)
in Delhi Police in 1981. He was promoted to the rank of Head Constable
(Driver) in 1986. In 1992, offences under Sections 363 and 376 IPG
were registered against him in P.S. Civil Lines, Delhi. He was tried
for the said offences in Sessions Xase No.6/93 by the Court of Additional
Sessions Judge, Delhi. He was,given the benefit of doubt and accordingly
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We are, therefore, of the View that this case also deserves to be disposed i
i

of in terms of the aforesaid orders and directions made in O.A. No. 1781/1994. ,

4. In the result, this application succeeds and it is hereby allowed.

The impugned orders of dismissal are set aside, but the applicant shall

be treated to be under suspension till appropriate order as directed

is passed by the competent authority. The respondents are given two

months time from the date of communication of this order to take a

decision either to reinstate the applicant or to hold D.E. against him

for the alleged misconduct and accordingly to pass further consequential

^ orders as indicated in paragraph 4 of the order in O.A. No.1781/94,

decided on 17.7.1997 about pay and allowances or subsistence allowance

to be paid or not to be paid. No costs.

X-
(K.M.AGARWAL)

Chairman

(N. Saliu)
Member (A).


