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Deputy Commissioner of Police 
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New Delhi. 	
. . Respondents 

OR D E R (By Circu1atjo 

Justice V.S. Aggarwa1;  

Applicant (Mrs. Vidhu Sharma) had filed 

Original Application No.808/2003 	On 29th October, 

2003, the same was dismissed because it was informed 

that even investigation was in progress in the two 

cases registered against the applicant. 	She seeks 

review of the said order contending (a) the 

supplementary report has already been filed and the 

investigation has already been completed and (b) it 

has been recorded that there were two FIRs against the 

applicant which is not correct. 



2. 	
On perusal of the facts, we find that it 

cannot be termed that there is an error apparent on 

the face of the record to review the matter. 

3. 	
The sole question for controversy is that 

if the departmental 
Proceedings against the applicant 

should be stayed/kept in abeyance, till the conclusion 

of the criminal cases, i.e., FIR Ncs.31/2001 and 
822/2001. 

4. 	
The reasons are obvious and not far to 

fetch. 	
Even in the present application the date is 

not given when the supplementary report has been 

filed. 	
When the order was passed by this Tribunal 

even at that time it was not pointed on behalf of the 

applicant, and when the respondents' counsel informed 

that the matter is under investigation, it was not 

disputed. 	The fact remains that when there is an 

inordinate delay, pertaining to the criminal case, the 

question of staying the Proceedings which were 

initiated for departmental action, did not arise. 

5. It was applicant's own version for stay of 

the departmental Proceedings till the Conclusion of 

the criminal cases FIR 31/2001 and 822/2001. In both 

the cases it was found that there was an inordinate 

delay in investigation 	Resultantly, keeping in view 

the decision in the case of CAPT. M. PAUL ANTHONY v. 

BHARAT GOLD MINES LTD. L ANR., 1999 (3) AISLJ 152 the 
petition had been dismissed. 
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record. 

6.We find no error apparent on the face of the 
Review Pet it ion must fail and is rejected in 

c
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(ing ) 
Member (A) 
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(V.S. Aggarwa  
Chairman 


