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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIS TRATIE TRIBUNA
PRINCIPAL BENCH

0 «As 2656/ 93

New Delhi, dated the 14th July, 199

Hon'ble Sh. N.V.Krishnan, Vice Chairman{:)
Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member(J)

Shri Anccp Kumar
R/O £.299, Subhash Vihar,
Dglhi—l.LOO53.

¢ o @plic mt

{By Adwvecate Sh.M.L. Chavla with
Sh,S« .« Lakhanpal )

J VYersus

1. The Commissioner &f Police,
Police Headquarters, 3 7L
TP g Stite, N w e lhi.

2. Deputy Commissioner of Palice,
North East District, Delhi,

. s Begpondents

(By Adwcate Sh, anocp Bagal )

Q R UB R (QRAL)

\

(Hon'ble Sh, N.V.Krishnan, Vice Chairman (A))

Applicant is aggriewed by the Disciplinary
proceedings initiated against him by the order dated
24,11.93(Ann.A+1l) followd by Ann,A.2 summary of
allegation oaa the ground that in resgpect of the same
incident a criminal case has been Regd. under
FIR No., 428/93 U/S 384/506/34 IPC and challan

has been presznted in the Court of Metropolitan

Mggistrate, Tis Hazari Court in Sept., 1993,
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2¢ Re spondents have not filed a cetegorical reply
as te whether the proceedings are parallel. They alse

rely on the Ann,] circular dated 2.6.86 by the

Commi ssioner of Police,

34 In our view there can be no gemeral guidelire
in this regard. Each case has te be examined on merits

to see if contimence of a Departental Enquiry preceeding

will prejudice the employer in the criminal ¢ase

institu‘ted against him, Hence, reliance en the circular
L auall
dated 28,6.86 is of no IR,

4, . W havwe seen the relevant .d'ocuments o The
summary of 'allegatien; dated 6.12.93 (Ann.A.2) r¢ads
as fellewss=
" It is alleged against you, Gonst.ieep Kumar
Ne.947/NE that from the perusal of PE report
submitted by Ing.vigilance, North Bast Distt,
it rewals that you, Genst,anocop Kumar No,947/BE
along with your cther asseciates haressed gre
Ashok Kumar r/e pemmanand Gelony, Mukhe rji Ngr,
Delhi-9 and demanded Bs J4 lac saying that he is
runming * SATTA" for the last 6 years and that
he will be arrested in this case. Subsequently
after some negotiations you e«ccepted i 80,000/~
from him, Later op, you were arrested in caee
FIR No.428/93 U/S 384/506/34 IPC P.S. Kashmere
Gate on the complaint of one Shri ashok Kumar,
The sbove act en your part 9Const,
Aanocp Kumar Ne,947/NE) amounts teo grave

misconduct of negligence, dereliction in the
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discharge of yeour official duties unbeceming
¢f & Pelice Officer which renders you ligble
for departmentsl actionunge r Jelhi Pelice

{Puni shment and Apps al) Rules, 1980.%

We netice that the challan dated 27.9.93 befém

the Ceurt repreduces the FIR filed by the cemplainant,
Ashek Grover. The jllegaticns ( i.e., EIR 428/93) on
the basis of which challan has been filed .re the

samé in both preceedings and there foﬁ, precegdingy
with the Disciplinary Enquiry wi.ll be prej udic:‘ﬂlte

the interest of the aoplicant,

5 The counsel for the mspendents,hewe ver
submits that in any case, there should be ne ebjection
te examine the vitnesse s ef the deptt, upte the stage
of cross examination. ¥ see no merit in this reqwe st,
The e are parallel preceedings and therefore, the preper
order is only to stay the D.E, /proceedings ’;ill the
criminal case is deciced,

P4

6. In the s circumstances, uwe di spese of the O
with & direction to the respondelts to keep in abey ance
the Disciplinary proceedings initiated against the

spplicant in pursuance of AN, A.l order directigg

disciplinary procedeings follewed by the am, A.2,

Summary of allegation until the criminal case filed against

the gpplicant in regpect of HR 428/98 is disposed of,

L R Gl <235
(Smt.L ak shmi Swami nathan ) l0%\1/.V.Kr:l.sl’man)
Me mber(J udicial) Vice Chairmn (4)
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