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SUBJECT:- EoruardinQ Of copies of the Orders passed by 
the CentralRdminiétretije Tribunal,Bngalore. 

-xxx- 
- 	 Please find -eclosed herewith a copy of the 

ORDER/ST .QRR/ ERt....9RR/, Passed by this Tribunal 
in the above mentioned application(s) on________________ 
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'CENrRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL' 
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DATED THIS THC NENTYSECOND DAY or 'N0VEMR, 1993 

Shri V. Remekriehnan, Plember (A) 

Shri A.M. Vujj8naradhya, Meebir (i) 

Shri. ). Renganatha Naicker 
Aged 50 years 
S/c. Late Shri 3agennatha Naicker 
residing at 90, Aehwathanegar 
Sanjaynagar P. 0. 
Bang alore-560 094 

(By Dr. M.S. Nagareje, kivecete) 

V.. 

1, The General Manager 
Telecommunications 
Bangalore District 
Bangelors. 

2. The 'Divisional Engineer 
Telecommunications 
Melleewaram External 
Bange]ore-560 055, 

3, The Director General cue 
Secretary 'to Government 
Ministry of Communications 
Telecommunications 
Sanchar Shaven, New Delhi. 

(By Shri M.U. Rac, C.G.S.C.) 

... Applicant 

••. Respondents 

udgement delivered by Shri V. Raeekriehnan, Member '(A) 

0 R 0 £ -R 

The applicant has come 'up with a prayer that 

the order dated 10.8.1990 at krnexure-Al placing him under 

suspension should be quashed and that he should be reirstatad 

in service and allowed 'all the consequential benefits with full 

pay etc. 	• 

2 	 have heard Or, PI.S. Nagaraja, counsel for the 
' 	 ?' - 

applicant as also Shri PI.V. Rao, the learned Standing Counsel. 
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Wsind from kinexur.-A1 dated 10,8.1990 that the applicant 

has been placed under suspension in terms of Rule 10(1 )(b) 

of the CCS(ccA) Rules which states that a Govern.ent asrvant 

ey be placed under suspension "where a ease against him in 

respect of any criminal offence is under inusetigation, 

inquiry or trial. The applicant use placed under suspension 

on the basis of the reao*erstjon of the Vjgilence Officer 

in view of investigation by theC.B.I. and we Now find 

that a criminal case under the Prevision of Corruption Act 

has been registered against him and the charge-sheet has been 

filed on 22,4,1993 It is true that the preamble to the 

order placing him under suspension etatea that a disciplinary 

proceeding against the applicant is contemplated, but the 

dspartment had quoted Rule 100 )(h) which is the relevant 

proviaion in respect of the applicant. The fact that the 

Depart.ent has the pomer in terms of Rule 10(1)(b) to place the 

official under suspension is not disputed and it is admittedly 

the fact that the chargeaheet in a criminal offence has since 

been filed in the Court against the applicant, Dr. Nagaraja 

in all fairness does not press the point regarding the prôable 

to the order. The learned counsel hovever contends that it 

was incumbent on the part of the Oeparte.nt to have applied its 

mind and not blindly acted on the basis of the recomndation 

of the Vigilence Officer. Irrespective of the kind of examination 

V' 	done by the dspertmentjedjely placing the official under 

suspension the fact that the charge-l3hset in a criminal offence 

has since been filed cannot be lost sight of at this atage. 

Us also find that the prayer of the applicant for enhancement of 

the aubeistance allowance has been granted by the Department. 

k1m, therefore, hold that the Departmente order dated 10.8.1990 

at 0crmxurs-A1 is in order and does not call, for any interference. 

3. 	Dr. Nagaraja draws our attention to Gover,nt 

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

(page 195 of Swa.y'a Compilation of 19th Edition) which stetes as 
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Wt is In the inherent poira of the disciplinary 
'authority end also mandatory to review jriodLcal1y 
the case of a Gàvernnt servant under suspension 
in which àharga..sheet has been lerved/filed to see 
what steps could be tan to expedite the progress 
of the court trial/departmental proceeings ad 

'revoke the order'permitting the Governsent servant 
to resume duty at the ease station or at a 

I 	 different station, vhó$ in 'his view 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 u$in 
at the 'end of 3 months from the date of suSpBflSiflN. 

The learned counsel for the applicant wants the O.spartmentto 

adhere to this instruction. We agree with his contention 

in this regard'and direct the department to considar'the 

ContInuance or otherwise of the suspension of the applicant 

in terms of the instructions referred to aupra. Such a 

review should be lone within one month from the Tte of 

--------------------------------- 

(A,N. VW3ANARADHYA) 	 (V. 'RAMAKRISWJAN) 
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