
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PR I NCI PAL BENCH

0.A. NO.1566/1994

New Delhi this the 11th day of August. 1999

HOM'BLE SHRI JUSTICE K. M. AGARWAL, CHAIRMAN

HON'BLE SHRI N. SAHU, MEMBER (A)

Bijender Singh Deswai
S/C Bharat Singh DeswaI,
R/C No . C-3 , Type-i i I ,
P.S. Karo! Bagh Quarters,
New De:h1 -110005. ... App i i can t

i. By Shri S. D. Raturi for Snri G. D. Gripta. Adv. ,)

-VersLiS"

1. The Lt. Governor.

Govt. of National Capital
Territory of Delhi,
Raj Niwas, Deihi-54.

2. Commissioner of Police,
Poiice Headquarters.
MSO Building. 1.P.Estate.
New De i h i-110002.

3. Dy, Commissioner of Police (HQ-i)
Police Headquarters,
MSO Building, i.P.Estate,
New De i h [ -1 10002 . „ , Respondents

{ By Shrv S. K. Gupta for Shri B. S, Gupta Adv. .)

ORDER (ORAL.)

Shri Justice K. M. AgarwaI :

c5y this O.A. , the app i i canst has made a pnayer

for quashing the order dated 22 11.1993 staying rhe

departmenta! proceedings pending disposal of the

cninunai trial going on against hin pursuant to

ordmiiia! case on the basis of F!R No.353./31 under

Sections 498-A and 406 ! PC registered with FAS.

uana'rpuru . New Delhi . as also for deciar ing inclusion

cf his name in the list of officers of doubtfu!

i ntegrity as i i !ega ! .
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2. Brief iy stated, the app i scant was a SlJtj

snspectoi- in Delhi Police, He was ssbjected io

depar tmen ta! enquiry on the alleged mssconduc.t of

tortoriiig his married wife for norv-f u 1- i l oien t of fos

dowry demands from her relations. On the basss of

same a! legations, an FIR No. 355/91 for offences under

Sections 498--A and 406 IPG were registei'-ad against him

with P.S. Janakpuri. He was formaMw errested and

ye-eased on bai i pursuant to anticipatory bsi i he had

secured from the competent court. No Witnesses couid

oe examined and no progress could be made in the

depar tmen t a 1 enquiry for the reasons stated i the

impugned order and consequently, in view of tine

oendsncy of criminal case against the app i - cari t in

;-espsct of the same incident or on s on i i.3r

aiiegatfons, the departmentai enquirr was dir-eored to

bs kept in abeyance ti ! I decision of the criiTunai

case. This order is challenged in this 0 bes i dtss

chal isnging the inclusion of his name in the i ;s+ of

officers of doubtful integrity.

3. After hearing the i earned couyisei yor

oarties and in view of the statemerit made by the

iesrned counsel for respondents that the crim'na case

is sti!i pending against the appiicant. we are o- the

view that the app I icant has no case; for quashing the

impugned order of the d i so i p i i nayv authtn-'ty ,

par t i cu ! ar i y in view of the provisions of Ru i e 2 of

the Oe ! it i Police (Punishment & Appea i ) Rules., 1980

whicn says, "When a police officer has been tried astd

acqui tted by a criminal court, he sha i i nc-1 tve
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Qunished departmenta 1!y on the same charge or on a

di f ferent charge upon the ev i deiice c'ted :r +he

c-oTiinal case." On the basis of the aiiegatioans

agasnsi him in the crimina! case, the apoiicant t;surr;ot

a! so cnai ienge the inclusion of his name in the i •« +

of officers of doubtful integrity, Accoroifigm.

no merit in this O.A. and it deserves : c tje

d i sm!seed.

4. in the result, this O.A. fails and ii

nerebn dismissed, but without any order as co costs

( K. M, Agarwal )
Cha i rman

'lA- a--v\
( N . S a h u )
Member(A)
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