HON'BLE JUSTICE

CCNTRAL ADHINISTR&TIUE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL“BENCH

;o'a.uo 2350/95

afo Shri Chaturi Pd, .
MU, Fitter, T,NO.637" '

~ Signal Workshop

Northern Railuay

) Ghaziabad

R/o House No 2890/H _
Krishan Kunj
Delhi , ' 000

(8y Shri'G.D.Bhandari, Rdvocate)
Versus

1, Union of India through
The General Manager
Northern Railuey, Baroda House
Neuy Delhi,

2, The Divisional Railuay fManager
Northern Railway
New Delhi,

3, The Chief Works Manager
Signal Workshop
Northern Rajilway
Ghaziavad, vo0

(By Shri P.S.ﬂahendnd,_advocate)

0,4, NO,2360/95: §d///

Raj Ram '

s/o Shri Pitamber Daya1
m.W, Fitter, T,No,688
Signal Workshop
Northern Railway
Ghaziabad,

R/o 1/9523,'Rohtas Nagar
Shahdara ’
DELHI, . vee

(8y Shri G.D.Bhandari, Advocate)

‘Va.

1, Union of India through
The General Manager
Northern Railway, Baroda House
Neu De1lhi, .

contd°aoa2/° <
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| CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR (3), CHAIRMANY
HON'BLE SHRI.R. x.AHOOJA, MEHBER(A)

“New Delhi, thie 12th day o? September, 1996

f o,n,uo,z;gg[gg;
- .. Shri.Parkagh

fpplicant

Respondants

Applicant




2. The Divisional Raxluay Nanager
.. Northern: Railuay o |
’ Neu Oelhi** SR

3. The Chief Uorks Hanager . /
Signal Workshop . : ‘
‘Nor thern Railuay '
- Ghaziebad, : oo s Respondents

(By Shri P.S;Mahendru, Advocate)
The above appiicationa having besen "'f,,;
heard together on 12,9,1996 Tribunal .

on the same day delivered the ‘ <f7“i
followingg=.  ~: :

0O RDER . R

Chettur Sankaran Nair (J), Chairman ok

fpplicant hallengas A1 order of suspension .

on the ground that the conditions stipulated in 'gﬁjg
Rule 5(2) of the Railuay Servants (Discipline & , . i

“ppeél) Rules, 1968 are not attracted, Under the

said Rules, suspension can be ordered if an official
is detained in custody for a period of exceeding 48 R
hours¢ or more, A1 gives the impresion that the - ﬁi I
epplicant was errested on 26,10,1994 and &2 shous |
that he was relessed on bail sometime on 27,&0,1995, :' ‘$

. .

v

2, © ~Respondents do not controvert this

aspect in their reply affidavit, Their case seems

to be that an employee can be suspended evon if he io
not detained in custody for 48 hours, That may be .
true, But suspension which is purpofted - to be ‘
‘made under Rule 5(2) of the Railuay Servants (DiscipIAM\
& Appeal) Rules, 1968 can only be for the reason |
that a person fs deteined for 48 hours or more, In tha 1

Contd,,;°3/u.
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Ue allou the appucations and quash;
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PRITAM SINGH
Ceurt Clticer
Cencral .»i:i:a.m:,ti.;rn': T obunal
Prineipal be: ob .
Faridkot House, Neyw Lelu

———— b s

i s
et Gana OO

W\...___,«p—s..________,_ . A
(CHETTUR SANKARAN WAIR(3)j ™ -

Ty




