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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CALCUTTA BENCH 

Ne.f"A.632 of 1999 
(tj,A.468 or 197) 

Dats of JrSer : 3.2.2000 

Present 	Hnb1e It. D. Pu rk a y2s th at Julicial 1enI,r. 

Hen'ble Mr.G.S.Li.ngi, A$ministrative M,tib,r. 

CALCUTTA TELcpHNE5 

Us. 

AL( CHA(RAB0RTY 

For the a1icaflt : 
	

Mr.8 K. Chatterj a at ceUnsel. 

For the reeanlsnt\1) Mr. Sunler Singh' cunse1. 

ORDER 

D.Purkayasthat J. 

Heart 1I.counsul fsreth the parties eve() an ap1icatiun 

filed by the ,rricial respendents in the D.A. seeking extensien 

ef time for cQrr1ying with the Sjreti'ns if this Tribunl 

jassel in D,A.468 if 197 en30.8.19. 

2. 	We find that in paragraph 8 at page 7 of the abeve 

mentienet ar.Ssr it has been 	j1Iy this Tribunal that 

the resenh.nts shall csnsider the case of the alicant in  

rrnsect of initiatiun of deartmentel proceeding within three 

menthe from the Sate ef'c.mmunicatieiTfl if this erter. If the 

ispartmeitt.C1Ies not to start any departmental proceeding 

ill the àmnclusien if the criwilnal case, his case fir r,1nstate-

/7 m(in service ,heulS be considered by th Ln respenlents. If 

/nydepartmental pricsstiflg is initiated, that shsuld be 

cfflClUIId within a poriel of feur men th3 f rem the date if 

serving charge shiet to the aplic.aflt. NOw the resendent5 have 

filed the instant M,A,,en the: ground that departmental pracee-

Sings c.ulS net 1 a initiated against the applicant in absence 

r%.f' 'rr'um.rj1 ivino in 	urt if LS.Sub_Divisisflal Jul 1ci1 
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(1agistrate, 5erarrere, Hesghly. Nr.B,K.Chatterjee, Li.csunsel 

appearing for the res.nisnts in the O.A./thi applicant 'in this 

iii;, submits that the department triad their bast to cellect 

the i cu then ts Ui rsu gh the oeme ten t ceu r t thrsugPtn Ui e ir legal 

agency but they ceuli net cillect the same. Mr.Chatterj.e 

has reUucei a litter dated 23.12.1199 written by the Public 

Prisecuter, to the Dy.Area lnager, Scran.rs, Calcutta Telephinis 

bef ire us. We have gene thr.ugh the letter. 

.3. 	Li. ceunsej. for the •riginl applicant has relied on two 

i.c1siis, in suart if the case if the eriginal applicant, 

reertei 	in 190 	(13) ATC 853 (Kamal Kiehcre prasad vs. 	IJUI & Anr. 

passed by the princii,al Bench if the Tribunal and anether juig—

mit passed by the Calcutta High Caurt r.srted in Calcutta 

High Ceurt Nuts 17 (1) page 430 (Samir Kumar Ray Cheudhury vs. 

Indian {)rugs & Pharmaceutical, Ltd. & irs.). 

4, 	We Mv, gcne threugh the racerd. We find that the 

stand taken by the applicant/ L1.p. is not sustainable. It is 

feuni that the •ff'iciai resandents in the.-O.A. iii not seek for 

liberty fer.centinunef the suspension crier. They have, in 

this fv.,  prayed for extsfljefl of tim, for initiation ef the 

iepartmsntl preceedinge against the applicant as per dirictien 

passed by this Tribunal in the G.A. 

In vIew if the afresail circumstance,, we fillw the 

.cisin if the Calcutta High Court where the qu.cstierl if conti—

nuanc, if supen5lin if an nnileyes has been censilered and 

rejected. We direct the !ffjciRl respanSents in the Q.A. to 

reinstate the .riginal .applicant in service* if the department 
1-1c' 4—  

rails to frami a charge sheet against the eriginal applicant 

within a frUiight from this lath. 

The N,A, stands ilsp$SQl of accirlingly. No eider is 

passed a to Costs. 

(C.S.1ingi) 	 (D.Pu ayastha) 
Piministrati,ve N,riber 	. Judicial Inber 


