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-vv Central Administrative Tribunal
PtincL pal Bench, feu Delhi,

0. A, Mo. 1924/95

Neu Delhi this the Day of April, 1996-

A..

V

Hon'ble Sh, B, K, Singh, nerabGr(A)
Hon'bls |lr. A, \/edavalli, flember (3)

Shri Phool Chand,
S/o Shri Peerdiya,
R/o Q, No,923 A, Raj Magar,
Pal am Colony,
Nau Delhi—110 045, Applicant

(through Sh, K, P, Dohare, advocate)

versus

1, union of India,
through the Secretary,
Ministry of Urban Development,
Mir man Bhauan,"
Neu Delhi-110 001,

2, The Director General of Uorks,
CRJD, Nirman Bhauan,
feu Delhi—110 001, Respondents

(through Sh, Madh av Panikar, advocate)

CR DcR

delivered by Hon'ble Sh, B, K,' Singh, Msmbjr (A)

This application has been filed socking

the follouing reliefs:-

"(a) Directions may planse be issued
to the respondents to revoke susp.'nsion
order forthuith and take the cpalicant'
on duty on account of default of
compliance uith the guidelinas/
instructions issued by Govt, of India,

(b) Forfeit respondents right to issue
charge memo because of"undue delay
of ten montiis from the date of sucp-nsi rua i



The applicant uas placed un'dja: suo puns ion

uida Annexura A1 and Annaxure A2 of zhe pap8rbook»

It is admitted that he is getting subsistence

allowance,

lb a present application for issuing a

direction to reyoke the suspension order and also

to debar the competent authority from seruing a

chargesheet on the applicant are misconceived,

Ih a catena of judgements the Hon'ble Supreme

Court have held the view that it is none of the

business of the Tribunal to look into the corructnaus

of charges and its gravity. Suspension is an

inherent administrative pouer to keep the delinquent

smployee away from the place of his oork if iho

charges are serious which may entail major psnalty

against him. In case of U.O.I. \Js, L'pondra Singh

(see 1994 (3 ) 357) where the Tribunal had interferoi

at the interlocutary stage, the Hon'ble Supreme

Court set aside the order. In case of Stat.. of

Tamil Nadu l/s. S.L. Srinivas tha Hon'ble Supxema

Court has sat aside the order of the State Tribunal

quashing the suspension order and thu chargashcet.
They have said that this is the grossest error

committed by the Tribunal. The Tribunal is not

competent to interfere at this stage. The applicant
should face the enquiry and the respondents uili

afford him all the opportunities to defend hipsalf.
It is presumed that the respondents are reviewing
the case of suspension of the applicant every chro:
months as envisaged by the circular of thu 0, M
and are also taking steps to consi-ar increase
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Subsistence allowance as per- rules» Wo

interlocutary order can be passed by the

Tribunal at this stage regarding rauocation

of suspension order or from serving a chargeshaet

by the competent authority^ Accordinglyj

this application is dismissed as not maintainablo

with no order as to costs.
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(Or, A, \/8.javalli)
Fleraber (3 )

Singh )
flembcr (A
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