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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH

0-A-N0.63/9S

New Delhi, this the 20th day of November, 2000

Hon'ble Shri Justice Ashok Agarwal, Chairman
Hon°ble Shri S-A-T. Rizvi, Member (A)

Sub-Inspector Rajender Singh No„D-3259,
S/0 3h. Rameshwar Dayal, aged about 30
years, presently posted in FRRO, IGI
Airport, R/0 0-11, PS, Janak Puri, New
Del hi-58.

„..Applicant _
(By Advocate: Sh. Sachin Chauhan, proxy for

S h S In a n k er R a j u )

VERSUS

1., Union of India, through its
Secretary, Ministry of ■ Home
Affairs, North Block, New Delhi.

2 .. Add 1 „ Dy „ Comm i ss i on e r of Po 1 i ce,
North East Distt., Shahdara,
Del hi ..

3. DyCommissioner of Police,
V i g i1a n c e, Po1i ce He a d Qua r te rs,
I „ PEstate, MSO Building, New
Del hi.

(By Advocate: Sh. Ajay Gupta)
, Respondents

0„R„0X_R_L0ELALI

By Hon'ble Shri S.A.T. Rizvi, Member -

The a p p 1 i c a n t a n d 1: w o o t h e r s a r e undergoing trial

in a criminal case on the charge of bribery. Meanwhile,

the departmental enquiry against the applicant has been

kept i n aba y a n c e u n t i 1 f u r t h e r o r d e r s y i d e r e s p o n d e n t s

o rde r dated 174 „ 95 (An n exu re A-1) . ■' S i rnu 11aneous 1 y , t he

applicant s name has been brought on the secret list vide

orders passed by the respondents on 30.7'.96. The

representations filed by the applicant against the

a 1ot «said action have been rejected. The applicant is

a g g r i e v e d a c c o r d i n g 1 y..
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2,. The prayer made is that the departmental enquir

h &. 1 d i n a b e y a n c e s h o u 1 d b e i n i t i a t e d w i t h o u t waiting for

the outcome of the said criminal case,. The learned

counsel for the re.spondents contests this and according to

him, the preferred course of action would be to await for

the outcome of the criminal case,,

3 - T h e 1ea rn ed c o u n s e1 f o r t h e app1i c an t has, i n

support of his contention, brought to our notice the fact

that the name of- the applicant figures in column 2 of the

c; h a r g es - s h e e t a n d n o t i n c o 1 u rn n 1 o f t h b s a i d charge sheet,.

He has also drawn our attention to the statement figuring

in the charge sheet reproduced below

" 6 u r i n g t h e c o u r s e o f i n v e s t i g a t i o n , i't
I'l a s a 1 s o t i- a n s p i r e d t h a t S h „ R a,] i n d e r
Singh had come to the Police Post on
6„9,. 94 at 2„00 PM and had seen the
complainant as well as both the
C o n s 1; a b 1 e s i n t i "i e o 1 i c e P o s t b u t h a d n o t
mads any enquiry into the matter and had
I'l i m s elf n o t m a d e a n y d e m a n d fro rn t h e
c o rn p 1 a i n a n t., H e wi a s a wi a y f r- o rn t h e Pol i c e
Post on 6,. 9„94 from 8„30 AM to 2 PM„
itiHg. no—evidence could gathered

lnst_.SI„Raiinder_Siasli., "
C c; m p h a s i s s u p p 1 i e d)

His contention is that since the investigation authority

l ias not been abltj as above to find any evidence against

■hirn and .further ssince his name al.so doeis not figure in

column .1 of the charge sheet, there is no justification in

Keeping the departmental enquiry in abeyance- He has also

contended that this act on the part of the respondents is

likely to injure his service interest as and when his turn

t o r p r G iTi o t i o n i s r e a c f'l e d „
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4. The learned counsel for the respondents ha

referred to column 5 of the charge sheet wherein it has

been mentioned that "he further alleged In his complaint

that Constable Azad Singh Malik and Kumar Pal Singh

demanded a bribe of Rs., 500/- from him and despite his

protest they took away a surn of Rs300/- f rorn his pocket

and SI„Ra1inder„Singh„directed„him„tg„pay_remaining_amgunt

of (emp has is supplied).

Based on this material available in the charge sheet, the

learned counsel for the respondents contends that it is

not as if the applicant has been finally exonerated in the

criminal case and it is likely tliat during the course of

the trial, some evidence might be forthcoming against him

and if tfiat were to iiapi^en, the applicant will have the

sta(T d t r i a 1 cts an a(jcu ?;■;c!

O" For i..!s, it is not necessary to get involved into

the controver-sy raised in tiie above paragraphs specially

since the counssi on eitlier side are not aware of t["ie

sLacus of the criminal case.. We wou],d accordingly preefer

to grant the prayer of the applicant and direct the

respondents to initiate regu1ar departmental proceedings

in accordance witii the r-ules and law on the subject.. The

departmental proceedings will obviously be limited to the

Kipp 1 i can t on 1 y an d w 111 n ot i n c lu de t he ot he rs w ho a re

scafiuing ui lii i-nc criminal case., We fuu'^ther" direct

the respondents to reconsider the inclusion of ttie

applicant's name in trie secr-et list after tlie concl.usion

of the departmental proceediiigs I iaving regard to tlie

stand! n g o r" d e r o n t;: h e s u b j e c "t
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as to costs,.

above without any order

Chai man

/sun i1/

(As hi^<' [Ac a rwa 1)

(S„A,.T- Rizvi)
Member (A)
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