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SUBJECT ;- Foruardinag of copies of the Orders passed by
' the Central Rdministrafive Trlbunal ,Bangalore,
- C-XX X

‘Please flnd -ehclosed herevith & copy of the
-ORDER /S¥AY OROER/ INFERIMN _ORBER/, Passed by this Tribunal
in the above mentioned application(s) on_22-11-93.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL'
BANGALORE BENCHIBANGALORE .

_ DATED THIS THE TWENTYSECOND DAY OF NOVEMEER, 1993

Shri V. Ranakriahnln, matnr (l)
Shri A.!. 4Vujjanaradhya, Hanblr (J)

Shri J, Ranganatha ‘uaickar

Aged SO years .

S/o. Late Shri Jegennatha Naicker

reeiding at 90, lshuathanagar

Sanjaynagar P,0, ‘ -
Bangalore-sso 094 ) eses . Applicant

(ey Dr. m,S. Nagarsja, Mvoc.ata?)
Ve,

1. The Genersl Mansger
Telecommunications
- Bangalore Diatrlct
Bangalore,

2, The Oivisional Enginser
Telecommunications
Mallesweram External

. Bangalore-560 055,

'3, The Director General cum

" Secretary to Government
Ministry of Communications
Telecommunications = - .
Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi. eee Respondents

(By Shri M.V, Reo, €.G.S.C.)

Judgement delivered by Shri V, Remekrishnan, Member (A)

‘g _R_D _E R

" The epplicent has come up with a preyer that
the order dated 10.8,1990 et Mnexure-A1 plecing hin under
auspension should bs quashed and that he should be reimtatad

in aervica and alloued all the censequential henaf;lts with full

. pa, Q'tco

2. B '_ la hava heard nr. III.S. ﬁagaraja, counsa]_ for the

lpplicant as alseo Shri L Rao, the lnamed Standing Counsel,
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¥ 7ind from Annexure-At datad 10,8,1990 thet the applicant
hes been placed under suspensfon in terss of Rule 10(1 Y(b)

of tha CCS(CCA) Rules which stotes thot a Governsent servant

way be plaeced under suspension "whare e oase against him in

‘respect of any criminel offeﬁoa is under anétigation,
inquiry or triel®, The epplicent weo placed under suspension '
on the basis of the recommendation of the Vigilence Officer
"in view of fnvestigation by the £.B.1, snd we mow find -

that a crimgnel cese under the Prevision of Corruption Act

has bsen registered against him and the charge=-sheet has been
filed on 22,4,1993. It 16 true that the pressbls to the
~ erder Aplacing him under suspension states thag 8 disciplinary ’
proceading against the a‘pplicant iis contempleted, but the l
depertsent hed quoted Rule 10(1)(b) which 1 the relevant
provision in respect of the applicant, The fact that the

Department has the power in terme of Ruls 10(1)(&:) to place the

official under suspension is not disputed end it is admittedly {
the fact that the charge-shsat in & criminel of fence hss since ;
been filed in the Court ageinst the @pplicant, Or. Nagaraja l
in all fairmees does not press the point regarding ths predble

to the erder, The leerned counsel however contends that it

was incumbent on the pert of the Departcent to hawe applied its

wind and not blindly acted on the bexsis of the recommendat fon

of the Vigilence Offieer. Ir_respectiva of the kind of examination

done by the &p«rtwmt4 ly plecing the official under

susponsion/ ths fact thet the charge-shest in & ;zrhinal offence
hes eince been filsd cannot be lost night of at this stege.

¥e alsc find that the prayer of the epplicant for enhencement of
the subsistence allewence has been Q’ranted by the Department.,
W, therefors, hold that the Osparteent °s order dated 10,8,1990

ot Annexure~A1 {s in ordsr end dees nut call.for eny interference,

3. Dr, Nagaraja draws our attsntion to Government

of India instruction no.13(1) relsting to the review of suspension

(page 185 of Swamy's Compiletion of 19th Edition) which stetes as

' ooo’/"




followss=

" "wit ge in the inherent powsrs of the disciplinary

L | euthority end eleo mendetory to review periodically
- ‘ ' . the cass of 8 Government ssrvént under suspsnsion

in which charge-shest has been served/filed to ses

what steps could be taken to expedite the progress
" of the court triel/depertwental proceedings and
‘revoke the order permitting the Government servent
to resume duty at the same station or at a
‘ different station, whfak in his visw the continuance
' of suspension is not justified having regard to =
the circumstances of the case at any particular stage,
" The first review has been prescribed to be ‘undatsimn
at the end of 3 months from the date of suspension®,

]

.edhere to this instruction. Ue agree with his contention

¢ ﬁ:ontinnance or otherwise of the suspension of the applicant
‘ ln terms o? the ';lnétructioné réferred‘to_ supra, Such @& -

© review shouid be done ‘u;thin 6ns month from the date of

receipt of a copy of this oider._ No costs.
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" The leerned counsel for the spplicant wants the Departmentto
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