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'■ <21,

central Administrative Tribunal
>rini^ipai Bench
RA 170/2002 IN

OA 1091/200,1
^  ̂ New Delhi, this the lith day of November, 2002

Hon'bl! (j)'i.i-.oingh. Member (A)
' • Ashok Kumar (sx.HC/AWO)

r'? Indraj Singh
Opp. Anand Lok Society
nayur Vihar, Phase-I
f JP I M TDelhi

'' vi']?'' (ex.HO/AWO)Vjll Dhar Po - KoatPo oadar, Distt. Mandi
Himachal Pradesh.

(By Shyam Babu, Advocate) cants

Versus

.  '■ ??s'se?r'etar'y°®'''
I^P^'Ltlt^''^'''"' Building
New De1h1.

Commissioner of PolicevPun a Communication) once

Dy. Commissioner of Police
('communication)Old Police Lines
De1h i .

(By Shr1 Vljay Pandlta,, Advocate)"

Order (oral)
By ohri Kuldip Singh, Member (j)

,s- a rsview . application fi ,ad by the
applicant on 12.7.2002.

The facts In brief are that the aoD'l-„*
.  app, wasuiamiisosd from _■service under Article 311(2) of tr-

Constitution Thi-- e.

d1r-~ted fh order had—ted, the respondents to hold a regular inpulry.
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However, while passing order it has been observed that

as regards reinstatement is concerned, the applicant

will accordingly be cut of service till ohe

departmental inquiries are complete. To that extent,

probably the applicant would not be able to participate

in the inquiry and would remain out of service. Hen^e,

we review the order to the extent that department to

hold a regular inquiry and the may pass order with

regard to the period from the date the applicant has

allegedly committed misconduct and may place an order

of suspension or reinstatement. For this purpose, the

disciplinary authority is directed to do so in

accordance with the rules.

(M.P.Singh)
MemberCA)

(KuMdip Sinbh)
MemberCJ)

'Shyam/


