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IN THE GENr.m AQMlNI^iTRATSAi

phin:i?/^ bhngh

O.A. 2656/93

\L

I^fewOelhi, dated the i4tll July, 1994

H«n'ble Sh, N.V.Krishnan» \ace Chairman(.-^>
Hbn'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaudnathan, Me^nberU)

Shri rtneop Kumar
a/0 d-299, Subhash N^^har,
Delhi-ii0053.

,.. -/^plicint

(B/ Aivocate Sh.M.L» Chav.la \d.th
Sh,3.L» Lakhanpal )

1. The Commissioner if Police,
Police Headquarters, I
I • Estate, Ni vv Ge Ihi •

2. Deputy Commissioner of Police,
I^ferth S ast District, Delhi,

•BespondeHts

(By Aivocate Sh, .-inoop Bagai )

(Hon'ble 3h, N,V,Krishnan, \dce Chairman in))

^plicantis aggrie\^d by the Disciplinary

proceedings initiated against him by the order dated

24,11,93(Ann.rt»i) followed by Ann,A,2 summary «f

allegation oo the ground that in reqpect of the same

incident a criminal case has been Regd, undhr

FIR Na, 426/93 U/S 384/506/34 IPG and challan

has been pie seated in the G©urt ©f Metropolitan

Magistrate, Tis Hazari Court in Sept., 1993,



/ I

2« He spendsf^ts have not filed a categorical rqply

as t® vJhether the proceedir^s are parallel. They also

rely on the v\nn.i circulax dated 2&.6.86 by the

Commissioner ©f Police,

In our view th»ie can be no general guideline

in this regard. £ach case has to be examioJd on merits

to see if continuance ©f a impartsntal Enquiry proceeding

will prejudice the enployer in -Uie criminal case

instituted against him. Hence, reliance ©n the circular
•A CLCf^ ^

dated 28.6.86 is of no as^^iot.

Vfe have seen the relevant ciocuraents . The

summary ®f allegations dated 6.12.93 (Ann.A,2) reads

as fellewsS-

\P

* It is alleged against you, Gonst.^oop Kumar
^.947/NE that from the perusal of PE report

submitted by Xn^.vigilance, Nbrth East QLstt.

it re^^als that you. Const,/vioop Kumar 1^,947/®

along with your other associates haressed one

Ashok Kumar r/o permanand Colony, Mukherji Mgr.

Deihi-9 ind cfemandbd P» lac saying that he is

running " SaTTa" for the last 6 years and that

he v/ill be arrested in this case, Subssqiently

after some negotiations you accepted ^ 80,000/-

from him. Later op, you were arrested in cage

EIR Ho,423/93 U/3 384/b06/34 IPC p»3. Kashmere

Gate on the complaint of one Shri ^^shok Kumar.

The above act cn your part 9Gonst,

Anoop Kumar Ha.947/NE) amounts to grave

misconduct of negligence, cie reliction in the

aiiisiii
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<lischarge of your official duties unbecoming
of i Police Officer which renders you liable
for departmental actionunc^r belhi Police

(Punishment and Appeal) Hulas, i9ao."

notice that the challan dated 27.9.93 before

the Court reproduces the FIR filed by the con^) lainant,

Ashok Grover. The ollegaticns { i.e. FIR 423/93) on

the basis of v^hich challan has been filed *>xe the

same in both proceedings and therefore, pr©ce^ng%

with the Disciplinary inquiry vill be piej udico®^ to

the interest ©f the ^Dplicant,

The counsel f©r the respondents however
/ " '

submits that in any case, there should be no objection

to examine the mtnesses of the deptt. up to the stage

if cross examination, iife see no merit in this reqte st.

These are parallel proceedings and therefore, the proper
order is only to stay the D̂ , proceedings till the

criminal case is cfccic^d.

6. In these circumstances, we di^ese of the OA
mth a direction to the responcfeHts to keep in ateyance
the I)isciplinary proceedings initiated against the
appliCint in pursuance ©f ^nn.A.i orde r directigg.

disciplinary proced..ings followed by the ^.a.2^
Summary of allegation until the cri.minal ca^ filed against
the applicant in reject of HR 423/93 is disposed o:

^ ^'V.Kri Shnan >^ mbe r (J OS ic i al) Vice Ghairm n (-s)


