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CENTRAL ADMINgS’I‘RATIVE TRIBUNAL L

CALCUTTA BENCH .
No. OA 350/01411/2015 Date of order 24, 9 2015
Present: Hon’ble Ms. Bidisha Baner_]ee Judicial Member

Hon’ble Mr. R. Bandyppadhyay, Administrative Member
PRADUMNA @ ALAKH NARAYAN BHARATI
cvs

UNION OF INDIA & ORS.. (E.RLY.)

For the applicant : . Mr.K.Sarkar, counsel

<]
For the respondents : Mr.8.K.Das, counsel

]

ORDER
3

This apphcatlon has geen filed @eekmg the followmg reliefs :

_i) to issue direction upon the respondents.. to cancel, withdraw
and/or rescind the 1mpu‘gned order of suspension dated 22.5.15
forthwith; -

ii) to issue further d1rect1on upon the respondents to pay the
subsistence allowance and the arrears forthwith;

fii) -~ to direct the respondent authorities to revoke the order of
suspension dated 22.5.15 against the applicant as contained in
Annexure A/5 herein; °

iv) to direct the respondents°to produce the entire records of the case
before he Hon’blg Tr1bun§l for effective adjudication of the issues
involved herein;

v} and to pass such any oiher order. or further order as to this
Hon’ble Tribunal may deeé?n fit and proper.

2. During the course of hearing on 15.9.15 the respondents’ counsel was
directed to inform whether the suspension of the applicant was reviewed within

90 days of its issuance and wheth@r he is receiving suspension allowance

regularly. Ld. Counsel for the responc‘l’ents upon instruction submitted that the

[ ‘f‘.‘..-
suspension order was last reviewed on 20.8./15 and suspension allowance has

[

. Q
been granted up to June 2015. Thus admittedly the applicant has not received

suspension allowance from July 20§5 onwgrds, which should be forthwith
released by the respondents igl accordgar;ée with law.’ |

3. Ld. Counsel for the épplicantbhas drawn our attention to a decision
feported in AIR 2015 SC 2389 in quy K}'. Chaudhury -vs- UOI through its

Secretary & Anr., wherein Hon’ble Aiaex Court directed that the currency of a

suspension order should not extend beyond three months if within this period
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the memorandum of charges/charge sheet is not served on the delinquent
' o

officer/employee; if the memorandum of charges/charge sheet is served the
@ .

reasoned order must be served for the extension of suspension.

4, We have heard the 1d. Ceunsel for the parties. : o

o)
v

5. In vie& of the loegal propgsitién as recently laid down by the Hon’ble Apex

Court (supra), the respondents are directeci to consider the matter in regard to

placing the applicant further on suspe‘nsion where admi Ftediy no charge memo

has beén issued to him and in the light of the_'d-ecision'—referred to hereinabove

pass abpropriate reasoned ané%'slgea;king' 6raef at 'the next meeting for review of
o - - .

the suspension. The respondents shall communicate their decision and order

o

shortly thereafter. e

6.  The OA is disposed of aécordingly. No order is passed as to costs.
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