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or;lwinal Applimati•n 1'9.lt• •f 2•••· 
Me~y. tbia tbe l•th ... y e£ A"-uat.• 211•• 

Hen• ltle Mr• Juatiae S .R. BS.nth, V .c • 
Hen1 Jtle Mr, 8 .C, Cl'a 11)te, A ,M, 

it.a. verma. •I• Shri M•1h •inth. 
J•n1er Tel•••• Off 1ce~ 
G.M,T.D,, ahas1aa•• 
»iatri~ ahasiai..•. 

ahri a.c. Hanilhyan) 

versus 

1. 1'nien ef Xnitia • 
ttareqh 8e.retary. 
Mln.latry ef Cenuauni•tien le 
Iaf ... tien T.-hn•lewy, 
oert. •f I~ia. Mew Delhi., 

2. A41vi .. r (H,R,8.) Telecem C•••ais•i•n 
(Vi4ilance II Seat.1••> 

we at Bl•alc Ne .1 • Wint N•. 2 • 
oreun• Pl•er, R.x. Puram, 
Nev Delhi. 

3, Chief General Mana,er, U,P.(W), 
T6lec1m Cirale. M.D.A. BuJ.l•inl. 
Meerut, 

"· General Mana9er • Telecem Divisi•n 
ahas.ta••· 

ORDER 

•x H•n'11le Mr. Juat1p s.R. ainwh ,v.c, 

'Dle applicant waa placed under auspenaioa 

uQder Rule 19 of the central Civil services (ClAaeification 

Control & Appeal) Rules. lt65 vide order dated 7.1.2001 

due to the reaaon of hia involvameat in a criminal case 

in which he was detained in custody on 4.1,2001 for a 

period exceeding 48 houra. It appear• that in the 

~crilllinal case. the applicant waa aentance4 under section 
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13 (2) read with 13 (1) of prevent.ion of coraapt.lon M:t 

1918 for impriaonment for a period of one 7ear and a 

fine of a.0 1000/• and in default of payment. he waa 

ordered to undergo aimple 1mpri•onment. for a period 

of three ~ntha. BOth the aentenc:ea aball run concurrently 

on tbe baaie of the punishment. the applicant ha• been 

served with the o.H. dated 15.6.2004 giv.1ng him the 

l.1berty to make a representation on the penal action 

proposed by meana of the aaid o.M. dated 1s.~.24Jo4. 
~ 

'lhe decision in the case of Ja9tar Singh va. State of 

punjab & Another reported in 1989 (5) SLR 109 relied 

upon by sri ~ndhyan. counael for the applicant. may 

be cited by the applicant in hia " representation in 

reaponse to the impugned o.M. 'lhe aaid decision 1• 

not relevant at t.hia atage. for that was a case of 

dismissal from aervice. whereas the present caae ia · 

directed only aCJainat the o.M. dated 15. 6. 2004 callin9 
~ l...-

upon the applicant to have/!"'> say on the proposed· 

punishment. we find no good ground for interference 

at this stage. '!he o.A. is diamiased without prejudice 
of the applicant 

to the right/to make a representatJ.on within a period 
- Gk~~~ 

of 15 day• if final ~9':' has not already been taken. 

Partiea are direc£ed to bear their own coatso 
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