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Hl THE CEIITF.AL Ar•MilJISTRJ.~TIVE TPIEUNAL, JAIPUR EEIK:H, 

JAIPUR 

Date of order: 13.1.1998 

OA n: .. s.~:/1995 

Suraj Mal Meena, r:·reeently r;: .. :.sted as Assistant A.::.x.unts 

Officer/Enforcement Offi::er (under suspension) in the 

office of the Regional Provident Fund Commissi~ner, 

Rajasthan, Jaipur. 

•• Applicant 

Versus 

1. The Union of India through Secretary, Ministry 0f 

Labour, Government of India, Hew Delhi. 

2. Central Pro:.vident Fund C.:.mmiesf.:.ner, 9th Fl.: .. :.r, 

Mayur Bhawan, Cannaught Place, n~w Delhi. 

? -·. Pr•:•V ident Fund ;~.:.mmissi.:.ner, Nidhi 

Bhawan, Vidhut Marg, Jyoti Nagar, Jaipur. 

Respondents 

Mr. R.N.Mathur, counsel for the appli~ant 

Mr. N.K.Jain, counsel for the respondents 

(:ORAM~ 

Hon'ble Mr. O.P.Sharma, Administrative Member 

Hon'ble Mr. Ratan Pratash, Judicial Member 

ORDER 

Per H0A'ble Mr. G.P.Sharma, AdmiAietrative Member 

In this application under Section 1~ 0f the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, Shri Suraj Mal Meena 

has prayed that the order of suer.:ension dated lJ.l0.1993 

(Ann.A~) may be .::pJ:te.hed, aire•::tin9 the resp·:.ndents to 

rev.:·l:e the suepene i.:·n .:.f the appl i •::ant as it has been 

prolcnged. He hae further prayed that the order granting 

sanction for prosecution may ~e declared as unlawful. The 

appli·::ant hae further s·:·U·;Jht any o:.ther directi•::.n \vhi.:::h 
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may be appropriate in the circumstances of the case. 

2. The •-::aee c,f the appli•::ant is that he was pla.::ed 

under suspension vide order dated 14.10.1993 (Ann.A~) in 

comtemplation of disciplin3ry proceedinge againet him. A 

criminal case was al sc. registered agai net the applicant 

by filin9 an F.I.R. dated 15.l,J.E,.~,3 (Ann.A3). •Jne more 

criminal ca~e was subsequently registered againet the 

applicant on ~9.7.1994 by filing an F.I.R. It ie at 

Ann.A4. Anticipatory b3il was granted to the applicant by 

the Additi.')n31 ~essi.:.fe Jud9e in the matter relat-ing t•:. the 

challan has not teen filed so far. No chargesheet in the 

c 
disciplinary· proceedinge has aleo been issued to the 

applicant so far. The applicant is, therefore, aggrieved 

with prolonged suepension, which has continued eince 

October, 1993. He cited inetructions of the Go~ernment of 

India containing guidelines regarding placing an official 

under euspension and has added that the applicant is not 

in a position to interfere with the investigations and, 

therefcre, there is no:· justifi,::ati.:;n fc·r ·:o:.ntinuance .::,f 

his suspenei.:•n. I-J,; als·=-· cited certain jud9ments ·:·f the 

c.:.urte tc· r:·lead tt}1 ~t suspensi.:m in .:ircumetan.::ee of the 

nature prevailing in the present case should not be 

continued indefinitely. 

') ..... The resr_: .. :-.ndent s their reply have 

annexed the Memorandum of Charges issued to the applicant 

dated 13.6.199:. by vlhi.:h maj.:.r penalty pr.:.ceedings have 

been initiated againet the applicant. They have also 
I 

placed on record a copy of the challan presented in the 

caee in \vhi.::h F.I.R. \·Ja8 .filed ·:•n 1: .• 10.1';'93. The said 

c h 311 an i e at Ann • R 3 • I n the 2 e .:: i r •:: u m s t an·== e 8 , they have 
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euepensi·:·n ·=·f the appli.~ant. They have stated that the 

charges again2t the applicant are serious involving 

allegation of fraud, forgery, embe==lement etc. and, 

therefore, the order of reinstatement of service of the 

applicant at this stage would not te justified. 

4. We have heard the learned counsel for the parties 

and have perused the material on record. 

5. The learned ·~·)Unsel fr:.r the ar::-.pli.-:ant has •.::ited 

before us a judgment of the Hon'ble Rajasthan High Court 

in Dr. B.M.Bohra Vs. State of Rajasth3n reported at RLR 

1991 has referred to JOJ ._, ._ • ._, I 

certain other judgments also on the subject and has come 

to the ._::.:.n.::luei.:-.n that suspenei.:.n .::.f the petitic.ner in 

that case was not juetified. He added that the applicant 

ie n·:·t noH in a po::.siti.:.n t.:. influen•.::e the ,_::.:mrse .:.f 
be~n 

investigation· because the investigation has already I 

completed and a .::hallan has been presented in the Court 

of Law with regard to the first FIR. The learned ccounsel 

for the respondente hae, however, stated that the charges 

against the applicant .:tre very i nv·=·l vi n9 

embezzlement to:. the tune of Rs. 13 lal:hs and, theref,:.re, 

revr::-. . .::ati·:·n .:.f the su~pensi.:·n C•f the applicant at this 

stage would not be justified. 

r:.. We have .::.:.nsidered the matter carefully. In the 

cir•.::umstan•.::es c·f the present case, we d·:· not deem it 

appropriate to direct the respondents to revoke the 

suspensi0n of the applicant. However, the reepondents are 

expected to revieH the orders of suspeneion from time to 

time. We, theref.:.re, dire . .::t the respondents that they 

ehc·uld themeelves undertal:e a revie\·1 t.:• find .:.ut whether 

suspensi.:·n .:.f the ar:.pli·::ant shc.uld be . .::.:.ntinued c.r it 

sh.:,uld t.e revie\ved. They sho:·uld undertaJ:e thiE'. revie\v 

c 1--J 



f 
t ., 

within a period of 2 monthe from the date of re~eipt of a 

copy of this order. 

7. A~ regards the disciplinary proceedings initiated 

against the appl i.:::ant, it ie eeen that the chargesheet 

was iesued to the applicant on 8.6.1995 7ide Ann.Rl. The 

learned c6unsel for the respondents has not been able to 

inform us 3bout the etage on which the dieciplinary 

pr.: .. ::eed i ngs rest •. 

resp.:.ndents finalise the disciplinary pr0ceeding 

expeditiouely preferably within a period of 6 monthe from 

the date ·=·f re•::eipt of a cc.py .:.f this C·rder. We .::annc.t 

t issue any direction regarding declaring the Jrant of 

r-. 

sanction for prosecution of the applicant ae unlawful. 

8. The OA etande dispoeed of accordingly at the 

etage of admieeion. No order ae to coets. 

()1_L\}j 
(:Ratan Prakash) 

Judi·::ial Member 
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(O.P.Sharma) 

Administrative Member 


