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Central Adminisrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

0.A.No.1849/2002
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, competent authority by exercilising the
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power under sub-rule & (o) of Rule 10 of the Rules

ibid revoked the order of suspension with immediate
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3. Applicant being aggrieved with the order

by the Deputy Director of Education o 5.7.2002
again under suspension

under Rule 10(1) of the Rules ibid, it is contende
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were was no justification or the circumstance

under ension again, once the competent authority
has decided to revoke the same. it is further stated

that no reasons R

circumstances warranted

[}
ct

Education to plac 1e applicant under suspension when

neither the applicant has in any mainner infiuenced the
witnesses or tampered the record or any other
material existed with the respondents to justify the
same.

4, On +the other hand, respondents’ counsel
fiied reply and stated that since the suspension order
issued on 9.7.2002 has been revoked on 12.11.200%2,

5. 1 have carefully considered the rival_
sontentions of the parties and perused the materlial on
record,

o. It is not disputed that even after
revocation of suspension the services can be placed
again under suspensioin, if the circumstances 50
warranted. But in the instant case, I fiand that once
a conscious decision has been taken by the Deputy
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applicant in 1959, and in absence of any justified
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instrumental in any manner in tampering the records
and influencing the withesses As no such material
has Dbeen produced which could have Jjustified their

action, impugned orders are not legally sustainable



