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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINSXFQL BENCK
NEW DELHI <

g&ﬁ&iﬂ%&ﬁﬂé&é&%

Naw Delhi, dated thc 7th April, 1995 ;
HION 'BLE MR, S.R. ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

HON"BLE MR, P. SURYAPRAKASAM, MEPBER (J) 5?7

Ms. Kusum Lata,
W/o Shri Ramesh A. Paul,
R/o 237, Secter,1lI, R.K. Furam,
New Delhi,
{By Advocats Shri Pravir Choughary
proxy counsel for Shri MeKe Giri) geessevsecses APPLICANT

VERSUS

1« ~  The Commissioner of Police,
Deihi Police, Police Hgrs.,
MeS 4 0e Building, '
New Delhi=110002,

2 The Additional Commissioner of Pelice (Crime & Rly,)
: Police Headquarter, M.5.0, Building, N
New Delhi-110002.

3. Mrs. Yamin Hazarika,
Dy. Commissioner of Police {C.A.u. E:&.‘Ll),
fdanakpura, New Delhi,

b, Union of India

Ministry of Hems Affiirs, Govt, of India,

Nerth Block,

New Owlhi,.

{through its Sscratary) :
(By Advacate ﬂs. Jyotsana Kausik)  seecevscevsees RESPONDENTS

JUDGEMENT {DRAL)
BY HON'HLE MR, S.R. ADIGE, MEMBER {A)

In this applicatien Ms. Kusum Lata, S.I. has praysd that
the impugned order dated 13,9,94 (Annexure 4.13) be qu@shai '
and alternatively respondsnt No.1 be dirscted tﬁik’appaiﬁi: the

Deputy Cemmissioner of Plice as disciplinary autherity.

2a Shortly stated by the impugned order dated 13.9.94 a

departmental pmcasding has been initiated sgainst thnfa;:gflisant'sﬁ,f

the charge that while posted in Women's Cell, Nanakpura, New Delhi
she wa=5 entrusted with the cemglaiﬁt of one Smt, Anita‘jkggarm{al

on 21.3,1994. It is alleged that the applicant produces th-~"

semplafm"mt bafore thc D¥e Camlsswner af’ Falies gCrim A, i&amm*s

Cull) in her offics on 4.4.94 on which datc others were alsa L




‘in the cemplaint’s fih. It is, };awwtr, allngw tha

: _‘;s;-sant in tm, room.

ey We have hcard Shri Pravir Chauéhaz-y for th. il

l'and Mrs. Jystsana Kauaik far the raspond”‘nts.

]47, o Firstly, Ehri z:heuahary has. argu-d that ttw res pone

‘- figglgs. Secendly #t has bnn con emiti hat t




s, It is by now well settled through ainteWa of judicial
pronouncements that Ceurts/Tribuhals should be extremely -

careful in intervening in,Doparimantalvﬁrnceudingsat'

interlecutory stages and should not de:sa uniéﬁsithiy are
overwhelming riasans‘mhich would justify such intervention,
In the present case no such reasons have besn advanﬁiﬁ.» ‘
Nene of thn‘greund§, advanced Ey’Shri Choudhary, and rnfsrted’
to abovs are those which cannot be priéscd by the applicant
ddring the D-partmnﬁtel ?rccicﬂiﬁg. The appliCant is ne doubt .
on firmer ground when she contends that the Departmental |

~ Proceeding should not be inordinately delayed, and ind;ea it

is nobody's case that such proceedings should be unnac555gfily

prolonged, but that cannot be mads on adequata reason to |

e ' tervsne in this D,E. at this stage,

6o Under the circumstances, we see no nascn'tefinturfaiz
with this Du#artmantal Proculdiﬁg at the pregent stégq anég

this application is, thlrsfar-, dismiss¢d.f While éming 80

‘howevar, we would 1iks to observe that ths respondants should

~procesd with anhd cﬁhclusi‘thc“D?partmuntal,Prnccuéing with['

all possible expedition,  Na costs.
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