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AppI i cant

central administrative tribunal; principal bench
OA No.951/1998

New Delhi, this 17th day of November, 1998

Hon'ble'shrPsV-Bf ■Biswas, Member(A)
Jh.ri Sat ish Chander
0 223, Nanakpura
Mot i Bagh I I , New DeIhi

(By Advoate Shri J.s. Rawat)

versus

PoTTirii""®'' Pol ice^"ol ice Hqrs. , New Delhi

^  ' oner of Pol iceSouth West District
Vasant Vihar, New Delhi

'AdvooaUl '^ ^'""®' Shri Jog Singh,

Hon'bie Shri T.N, Bha?""°'"®"

Hoord the learned oounsei for the parties for
"nai disposai of this case at the admission stage
i tseIf.

Respondents

A-

r

■' wording as Sub-1nspeotor-Vdsant Kunj Pol ice station was a, ieged to have
i l iegs, gratifiostion and as a resuit

-Of he was piaoed under suspension in the year

'oKlated sg.i„3t him. However. p
oNarge-sheet inacriminai case has been fi led and

o =ame ,s pending in the Criminai Court.

^  Since he wasPlaced under suspension and he has b
repeatedly

r " P-IOB fpr revocation of-—ion. Appl icanfs representations have



- i-

n rejected by the respondents by cryptic orde
tat.na that his representaf

on has been

been

S'
rs

but has not been
considered

accepted.

Aggrieved by the aforesaiH ■ ^
oresa.d rejection of his

representations and
non-revocation of his

suspension, the appl icant ha
PPI ,cant has come to this Tribunal'"iPPgning not only the ord .the order by which his

representations have ha

Initia, ■ -Jectedbut also the'  10.3.95 by which he
.  y wn I on he was placer)

dnder suspension.

the course oT hearing, .be ,earned
nse, fen the appl icant vehemently contended that
-P- Pave been periodical review of

PPP'icanfs suspension and it was a f ,
.  tla appl icant's ^ « fit case where

revoked m th

other p 'He cases Of
after 'J ̂ ^ under suspensionappl icant, were later onaier on reinstated in

service on revocation Of thhe suspension orders.

®- The respondents in thoi
the Plea that 3- 'inat s (nee thp»

appl icant in ,hethe criminal case is «
one. In that th

have accepted an ^ is al leged toan amount of R3.3000 33 ,
S^atif icati.on from "'egalone Shri Dalbir Sinch
-^pension cannot be revoked.

't IS common ground that unH
(Punishment &An 'h'& Appeal) Rules thero •
tor review and re ' ̂and revocation of a sn.n

a suspension order



Bui at the same lime, it is not disputed that
according to the instructions issued h, the
•^-ernment o, india on the sut=Ject. more
Particuiari. those fi ied h. the appi icant a,ohg„ith
the OA, al l cases of suspension for more than six
months, should be reviewed regularlv .nw

eguiarly and suspension

revoked wherever found necessary.

d>

admrtted that the appl icant is now under
suspension for the last more than three years and

once has review taken place. Appl icant
had made fapresentations which have been rejected
by orders which cannot be termed

termed as speaking
orders.

Viewed as such, we a 1 1 ow th i s OA to the extent
that the Commissioner of Pol ice is directed to
rev i ew aooi irant 'oS suspension taking into account
al l the relevant facts and to take a final w •

idKe a final decision
'n the matter and communicate the same to the
^PP'iPant, This Should be done Within a period Of
two months from the date of receipt of

receipt of a copy of
this order. No costs.

I ssue DASTI.

(S.

Member (/f)

/gtv/

CT.N. Bhat)
Member(J)


