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...Applicant .t-• , 	.%e . 	. •'L— 
tx-is.. 

'Cl 

-.-? 'S. 

...Respondent 

— 
Shrifqd.Gulam Rasool *' 

Shri N.R.Devraj, 	Sr.CGSC - 

C OR A I'i: 

THE HON'BLE (IR.JUSTICE \J.NEELADRI RAO 	VICE—CHAIRMAN 

THE HON'BLE HR.P.T.THIRUVENGADAM 	 MEMBER (A) 

(Order of the 0ivision Bench passed by Hon'ble 
Justice Mr.V.Neeladri Rao, Vice—Chairman). 

This O.A. was presented praying for a declaratibn 

that the three suspension orders that were issued in 1989, 

iggo and 1992 are arbitrary, illegal and for a consequential 

declaration that the applicant is entitled for full emoluments 

for those three suspension periods. It is the case of the 

applicant that three chargesheets were issued and each of the 

suspensions is in regard to each enquiry and all those orders 

of suspensions are revoked. The relevant rules laydown as to 

how the period of suspension has to be treated and they are 

very clear in this regard. 
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2-. 	The orders of suspension of 1989 and 1990 are barred 

by limitation. This O.A. was filed after the three orders of 

suspension were revoked. While the first two suspension orders, 

are barred, theW are. 1aches 	In regard to the third suspension 

order, as this O.A. is filed after it is revoked. 

3. 	Accordingly the O.A. is dismissed at the admission 

stage itself. It is needless to say that the respondents will 

act in accordance with the rules in regard to periods of 

suspension after each of the enquir,S. i.s over. No order 

as to costs. 

(p. T.THIRuVENGADAM) 
Member (A) 

Sd/— 
(V.NEELADRI RAO) 
Vlce—Lhasrman 	 - 

5cgistrar (5) 

Dated: 3rd May, 1993. 
Qictated in Open Court 

avl/ 

To 

The General Manager, 
Indian Gout. f9in, Hyd. 

One Copy to 11r.Gulam Rasool, Advocate,3-2-753, 
Kachiguda, Hyd. 

One copy to Mr.NRDevraj, 5rCGSC, CAT, Hyd. 

One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd. 

One spare co'. 
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