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5,10,1939 that his reguest for voluntary retirement cannot

be accepted on the ground that he has not completed 2C years
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Se The applicént had heen plsced undér suspension on
11.5,1983: The order of sugpension wés revoked ;nd the
penalty of reduction io a lower rank with oppoitunity for
promotion in the normal course was imposed on him by order
dated 3Cth June, 1988,
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of suspension is to be regulated, namely, as to whether
it would be treated as duty for all purposes or for scme
purposes or as not duty for any purpose, No such
procedure was followed by the respondents. The mere fact
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