IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYUERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

Between $-

A.S.Murthy

.. Applicant
and

1, Divisional Commercial Manager,

SC Rlys, Vijeyawaeda Divn.,
Vijayawada, Krishna District.

2. Sr.Divisioral Commercial Manager,
SC Rlvs, Vijayawada Divn.,
Vijayawada, Krishnz District.

3. General Manager, .

SC Rlys, Rail Nilayem,
Sec'bad.

«++ RESspondents

Ccuncsel for the Applicant : Shri B.Narasimha Sérma

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri vV.Bhimenna, SC for

CORAM:
THE HON'BLE SHRI ‘R.RANGARAJAN :  MEMBER (A)
THE HCN'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (J)

(Order per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajen, Member (&)
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t»//ﬁ;i/ \V’sheet within the ti@&'tc be stipulated by us, then the

applicant @nd Shri V.Bhimanna, standirg counsel for the

Examiner, in the grade of Rs,1400~2300 was suspended by

has been issued to him.

- 2 -

(Order per Hcn'ble Shri R.Rangarsjen, Member (a) ).

Heard Skhri Jacch for Shri B,.Narasimha Sarma,

dents,

2 . The applicCant while wcrking as Head Travelli

order No,B/C.Con/4/96 Gt.23-2-96 (Annexure A-I). This
challenged ir this C.A.
3. . The applicsnt's ccontention is that the suspe

was issued way back in February, '96 a2nd sc far no char

He was also not informed the 1

suspending him, He is kept in darkness. He has filed

tations at Annexures II and III to put him back gn duty
pension has been issued long back and he is also not av

reascns for the suspension,
L

to the said representatieons,

: - Uy OR )
the Tribunal in similar ca53£§0.1222/96 decided on 6-11

The applicant further sul

-~

set aside the suspersion order thereihL#s this case is

to OA 1222/96 -the same reiief may also be given tc him

4, The learned ccunsel for

Lt

it is a CBI case zand iELFakﬁ% scme

sheet. However,

delay in issuing charge sheet, Considering the above

are of the opinion that at this stage we cannct set asi

't

for the

respon-

ng Ticket
the impugned

order 1is

nsion order
ge sheet
easons 4
représeﬁ-

as the sus-~

are of the

It is stated that no reply was given

mits that
=36 has

also similar

the respondents subpit that
more time to issue @ charge-

he is not able to explain the unreascnable long

facts, we

de the

suspensicn order andqngo give some more time to REX ifsue &

charge sheet. In case if the respondents fail tec sssuL a charge

applicant
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‘ehculd e re-instated back %ﬁfo servicejbut that will not|stand

in the way of the respondents to igsue a charge sheet thereafter

[l

even if the applicant is re-instated into service.

this, the C.A. is &isposed of as undér i-

The respendents should issue ﬁfcharge-sheet

In vigw of

within 45 days xxi from the date of receipt of

a copy of this order.

not issuedaﬁizﬁﬁmhphafstipuhated time then the
N s i

If the charge sheet is

applicant should be re-instated back into service.

But that re-~instatement in pursuance of this ofder

shall not stand in the way of the responcents

issue a charge sheet even thereafter.

No crder 55 to costs.
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Dictated in

- —

Cpen Court. .

{R.RANGARAJAN)

‘ember (A)
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