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Hon 1 ble : ~r. T,L,Verma, J,", 
Hon 1 ble fV&r, S,Oayal , A,IWI, 

Heard Shri Vishnu Supta, learned counsel 
for the applicant, 

Subject matter of challenge in thia O,A, 
is order dated 8,11,93 whereby the applicant has 
been put under suapensian in contemplation or 

disciplinary proceed! ngl:a. J1c.t ~J.j~~~"'~1riewz:,r 
more than 10 months have elapsedLno charg; heat has 

been served upon the applicant although according to 
. 

rules, such a chargesheet, should have been served 

within 90 days from the date or the suspension of 
the applicant, This application has been filed for 

quashing the order putting the applicant under 
suspension, 

. 
Gene rally, Courts do not i nte rfe re with 

inte rlocutary orde r sue h as suspension in c ontem­
plation of initiating depart•ental proceeding.agad..eet 

tUtle ~~~~~ Q.t(itc~. We also feel that there 
is no reason for us to interfere uith the order 
of suspension at this stage or the case, JJe would 

()1.t('1:L • a-f.t f'k.~ ti-'(. 
however, like to -~ th S: chargesheet 4- served 
on the applicant without further delay and the 
departmental proceeding brought to a conclusion 
expeditiously, 

In view of the above, this application ia 
disposed of uith a direction to the respondenta 
to serve chargesheet on the applicant within 2 

months from the date service of this order and 

complete the inquiry within 6 months from the date 
of service of the chargesheet, 
sheet is not served within the 

In case the charge­
appointed time, the 

order of suspension shall stand automatic ally 
revoked, 
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