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We have heard the learned counsel f or the p«artiesﬂ.;ﬁ
I

The applicant had filed OGA 1515/84 challenging an order
|
I

dated 8,11.,93 by which the applicant had been suspended

in contemplation of Departmental proceedings., A Divisien
Bench of this Tribunal at the admission stage itself p=x

passed an order on ll,ll .94 exparte i,e to say thet

in the absence of any notice having been 1ssund,'i;e

el
said order directdws the respondents te serve a charge

sheet on the applicant within two months from the date
of service of the erder and complete the inquiry within

six months frem the date of service of the charge sheet-
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It was further provided that in case the charge sheet

1s not served within the appeihted time, the erder of
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suspension shall stand autometically revoked,

2, .‘Ihu respondents in their counter aff 1davit have indicated |
that the order of suspension had already been revoked on
13,4.94 and a charge sheet was also issued to the applicant
dated 7-4.94. Since the applicant has not been attending the
office and had been absconding and his whereabouts were neot

known the srder revoking the suspension as also the charge
sheet could net be served, Be that as it may., We are
considering the question of disobedience in complying the
directions given in the order dated 11.11.94, The learned
counsel for the applicant has not been able to indicate any

specific directions given therein which can be saig& to have

not been complied, Ehifthe passing of the order by this

Tribunal aa#-the applicant has alse been served with the
charge sheet . The order dated 11%11.94 only provided that if
the charge sheet was not served within two months, the order i
of suspension shall stand revoked, There is no further

directionl

3. The learned counsel for the applicant tried to urge

that under the relevant provision of certain rules the

applicant would be entitled to arrears of salary etc if the

der of fon i N mmnﬁw 1d be
order of suspension is revoked, HNo su wo u

enlex
M% tainable in a contempt petitieni, The contempt petition

therefore fails and is accordingly dismissed, Notices issued |
Lo the Tespondents are discharged’ M o
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