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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALL AHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD

Original Application No: 1194 of 1992

10th November, 1994
Thls ® ®0 00 0 The Day Of e s 0>
Brijendra Singh esee oeeese Applicant.
Versus
Union of India & Ors. eseooe ceoce Respondents.

Hon'ble Mr, T.L.Verma, Member=J
Hon'ble Mr, S.Dayal , Member=A

Hon'g_l.e Mro T.Lovermh Jomo

Shri Amit Sthalekar, learned counsel for
the respondent has filed objection to the prayer made
in the Misc., Application No. 2527/94, Heard learned

counsel for the parties.

2. The applicant was put under suspension by order
dated 2nd May, 1991 in contemplation of a departmental
proceedings. He challenged the validity of the said
order by filing O,A. No. 1194/1992, The 0,A, filed

by the applicant was dismissed with the direction that

the respondents shall complete the inquiry within a

period of 3 months from the date of communication of the

order,
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3 As the respondents could not complete the
inquiry within the appointed time, Misc. Application
No, 647/94 was moved with a prayer that further 6 months
time be alloued‘ta complete the departmental inquiry,
While —-aceeding to the request of the respondents to
extend the time for completing the inquiry, it uas
ordered that incase the inguiry is not completed within
the extended period, the suspension of the applicant
shall stand revoked., This M.A., has been filed for
issuing a direction ﬁo the respondents to revoke
suspension order as the departmental inqiéiry has not

been completed within the extended period of 6 months,

4, Regard being had to the fact in terms of the
direction issued in M.A., No. 647/94, the smp suspension
of the applicant shall stand automatically revoked in
case the departmental inquiry is not completed within
the extended period of 6 monthg,lé% the applicant

shall be deemed to have been reinstated we.e.f. the

date the period of 6 months empired. That being so,

there is)t£§§§ nothing further to be done in the matter
hence, this application for issuing the direction as
prayed for is not maintainable and the same is according-

ly dismissed.
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applica

of the Administretive

prayed for guashing of
(Annexure= A 2) placing the applicant under suspension,
endinc an enquiry into his conduct and the order
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was deemed to be under sus pension w.e.t, The

le
in police custody ke—=wimshes It

E

yed that he should be permitted to

also been prayed that appropriete direction be issued
to the respondents to complete the engiiry within a

period as considered just and proper by the Tribunal.

o The brief facts of the case are that on

30.4.,1991, the applicant along with others allegedly
i &

and other staff members inside the factory to press
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their demand for peice work wages diring t



week of April, 1991, They allegedly threatened the

officials confined and mis-

o
(D..
=
(a8}
<
®
©!
it
.rg g /2
ot
1
&
.
.
8]
{2}

petitioners along with others were placed under
2.5,1991, Subsequently, he was charge-sheeted vide
charge memo dated 12,8,1991. Later, by the order

dated 2,11,1991 he was placed under deemed suspension
on account of his detention in police custody for

chen 48 hours,., It is th@seorders of suspension, the

petitioner has challenged.

3. ihe respondents in their counter, while
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narrating the facts of th«
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issuance of the suspension order have contended that
the suspension order was perfectly lesal in the

sponrgencs
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foclts and circumstances of the case, The ©
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have also contended that the instant case is covered by

the judgment and order deted 23.3.1993 passed by
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/s, Union of Indie and others in O.A. o, 1436 of 1992,
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rules, 1965, the competent authority can place 3
ZJovernment Servant under suspension when the
disciplinary proceedings against him 1is contemplatad

shether cn a criminal charge or otherwise for a
>eriod exceeding 48 hours w.e.f, the datz of his
A e e P 2 s —— S Fi Ky L R 2SN

Qe enme Lo, Qiuce in this case, tne JLSCLplindIy
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the petitioner undersuspension de) exist
v
siid ss such, the order dated 2.95,1991 placing him

enquiry into nis conduct

under suspension pendi Y
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cained in police

ol In view of the gbove, the application is
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the respondents shall comple

Sy

period of 3 wmonths

of this order, The applicant
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for the completion of the enguiry. The relevant
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documents shall be given to the applicant by the
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Lo applicant, the applicant shall not ke 1t

be no order as to costs,
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