CENT®AL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMNMAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAD

Original Applicatien Ne.8%4 ef 2004.
H.n“}'. this the 16th “Y eof August, 2084,

Hen'kle Mr, Justice S.R. 81mh. V.C.

Hen'ble Mr, S.C, Chaube, A.M,

R.S. Verma,

/e Shri Megh Singh,
Junier Teleeem Officey
GeM.T.D.p, Ghaziakad,

Distriect Ghaziakad, sescAPPlicant.
(By Advecate : Shri s8.C. Mandhyan)
versus

1. Vnien ef India »

threugh Secretary,

Ministry ef Cemmunicatien &

Infermatien Technelegy,

Gevt, of India, New Delhi.
2. Adviser (H.R.D.) Telecem Cemmissien

Q

Al

(vigilance II Sectien)
West Bleck Ne.l , Wing Ne. 2,
Greund Fleor, R.X. Puram,

New Delhi.

3. Chief General Manager, U.,P.(W),
Télecem Cirele, M.D.A. Building,
Meerut.,

4. General Manager, Telecem Divisien
Ghaziabad,

s sssRespendents,

(By Advecate : Shri Saumitra singh)

ORDER

'! Hen'ble Mr. Justies S.R. Bé!!h IV-C- :

The applicant was placed under suspension

under Rule 19 of the Central Civil Services (Classification

i

Control & Appeal) Rules, 1965 vide order dated 7.,1,2001

due to the reason of his involvemeat in a criminal case

in which he was detained in custody on 4,1,2001 for a

period exceeding 48 hours. It appears that in the

criminal case, the applicant was sentenced under Section
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13(2) read with 13(1) of prevention of Corruption act
1988 for impriscnment for a period of oic year and a
fine of R,1000/= and in default of payment, he was
ordered to undergo simple imprisonment for a period

of three months, Both the sentences shall run.cnncurruntly;
'%H

on the basis of the punishment, the applicant has been
served with the o,M, dated 15,6,2004 giving him the
liberty to make a representation on the penal action
proposed by means of the said o.M, dated 15,6,2004,
The decision in the case of Jagtar Singh va, State of
Punjab & Another reported in 1989 (5) SLR 109 relied
upon by Sri Mandhyan, counsel for the applicant, may
be cited by the applicant in his representation in
response to the impugned o.M, The said decision is
not relevant at this stage, for that was a case of
dismissal £rom service, whereas the present case is
directed only againat the o,M, dated 15,6.2004 calling
upon the applicant to have ;3 J:ay on the proposed

punishment, we find no good ground for interference

at this stage. The 0O.,A. 18 dismnissed without prejudice
of the applicant

to the right/to make a representation within a peried
= Heetem T
of 15 days if £inal£2#ﬁ%r has not already been taken,

parties are direcfed to bear their own cests,
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