
IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
MUMBAI 

 
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1202 OF 2019 

 
DISTRICT : MUMBAI  

 
Smt. Shubhangi Bhikaji Khalekar.  ) 

Age : 49 Yrs., Head Clerk (presently under ) 

suspension, Residing at Flat No.F-1,  ) 

B Wing, Tai Arcade, Pashan,    ) 

Pune – 411 021.      )...Applicant 

 
                Versus 
 
1. The State of Maharashtra.  ) 

Through the Secretary,     ) 
Social Justice Department,   ) 
Mantralaya, Mumbai – 400 032. ) 

 
2.  The Commissioner.    ) 

Social Welfare, M.S, Pune – 411 001.)…Respondents 
 

Mrs. Punam Mahajan, Advocate for Applicant. 

Mrs. K.S. Gaikwad, Presenting Officer for Respondents. 
 
 
CORAM       :    SHRI A.P. KURHEKAR, MEMBER-J 

                                    

DATE          :    22.10.2020 

 
 

JUDGMENT 
 

 
1. This is second round of litigation wherein challenge is to the 

suspension order dated 14.04.2017 as well as order dated 28.02.2019 

whereby in review of suspension, the Respondents decided to continue 

the suspension of the Applicant.   
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2. Undisputed facts for the disposal of present O.A. can be 

summarized as under :- 

 

 (i) The Applicant was working as Head Clerk on the 
establishment of Respondent No.2 – Commissioner, Social Welfare, 
Pune.  

 
 (ii) By order dated 14.04.2017, the Applicant was suspended by 

Respondent No.2 invoking Rule 4(1) of Maharashtra Civil Services 
(Discipline & Appeal) Rules, 1979 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Rules 
of 1979’ for brevity) in contemplation of regular departmental 
enquiry on the allegation that the Applicant has committed serious 
illegalities and misconduct while procuring the material as well as 
in making payment to the suppliers.  

 
 (iii) After suspension, the Applicant made representations to 

Respondent No.2 claiming to be innocent and requested for 
reinstatement in service but in vain.   

 
 (iv) The Applicant, therefore, filed O.A.No.1075/2018 before this 

Tribunal challenging prolong suspension and because of failure of 
Respondent No.2 to take review of suspension in terms of G.R. 
dated 14.10.2011.   

 
 (v) O.A.No.1075/2018 was decided by this Tribunal on 

30.01.2019 whereby directions were given to Respondent No.2 to 
take review of suspension of the Applicant as contemplated in G.R. 
dated 14.10.2011 which inter-alia empowers Respondent No.2 to 
take review of suspension on account of failure to complete D.E. 
within specified time.  

 
 (vi) As per direction of this Tribunal in O.A.No.1075/2018, the 

Respondent No.2 took review of suspension of the Applicant and 
rejected the same by order dated 28.02.2019 (Page No.90 of Paper 
Book) on the ground that as per instructions of Government, the 
employee should not be reinstated in service till the completion of 
D.E.  

 
 (vii) In the meantime, three D.Es have been initiated against the 

Applicant by issuance of charge-sheet on 12.07.2018, 16.07.2018 
and 22.01.2019.   

 
 (viii) In D.Es, the Respondent No.2 has appointed Enquiry Officer 

on 26.12.2018 and 02.09.2020.   
 
 (ix) The D.Es are still incomplete without any substantial 

progress.   
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 (x) Till date, the Applicant has completed the period of three 
years and six months in suspension.  

  
 

3. It is on the above undisputed facts, the Applicant has again 

knocked the doors of this Tribunal challenging the order dated 

28.02.2019 inter-alia contending that there is no objective assessment of 

the situation and Respondent No.2 mechanically continued the 

suspension which is in contravention of various Circulars and 

Government Resolutions which mandates the completion of D.E. of the 

suspended employee expeditiously and latest within a period of one year.  

 

4. Smt. Punam Mahajan, learned Advocate for the Applicant sought 

to assail the suspension order dated 14.04.2017 as well as order dated 

28.02.2019 contending that the prolong suspension of the Applicant is in 

contravention of decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in (2015) 7 SCC 291 

(Ajay Kumar Choudhary Vs. Union of India & Anr.) as well as various 

Government Circulars which mandates the completion of D.E. within a 

year.  On this line of submission she submits that prolong suspension is 

illegal and there being no substantial progress in D.Es, the Applicant 

needs to be reinstated in service.    

 

5. Per contra, Smt. K.S. Gaikwad, learned Presenting Officer 

countered that the Applicant has committed serious financial illegalities 

in the matter of procurement of material and payment of crores of rupees 

to the suppliers.  She submits that having regard to the serious charges 

levelled against the Applicant, the Respondent No.2’s decision dated 

28.02.2019 to continue the suspension is justified.   

 

6. At this juncture, it would be apposite to refer guidelines, Circulars 

and G.R. issued by the Government in the matter of completion of D.E. 

where the Government servant is under suspension.   

 

7. As per Clause 3.19 of Departmental Enquiry Manual, the D.Es 

need to be completed as expeditious as possible and in any case, it 
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should be completed within six months from the date of issuance of 

charge-sheet.  Here, it would be material to refer Clause 3.19 of Manual, 

which is as follows :- 

 

“३.१९  �वभागीय चौकशी पूण� कर�यासाठ� कालमया�दा.-- (१) �वभागीय चौकशी श�य �तत�या 

लवकर पूण� कर�यात या!यात आ#ण कोण%याह' प(रि*थतीत हा कालावधी �वभागीय चौकशी 

कर�याचा �नण�य घेत0याचा तारखेपासून सहा म2ह3यांपे5ा अ7धक नसावा. चौकशी8या 

�न9कषा�संबंधीच ेअं�तम आदेश काढ0यानंतरच ती पूण� झाल' आहे, असे मानले जाईल. 

 

(२) तथा�प, काह' BकरणामCये उ7चत व पुरेशा कारणांसाठ� सहा म2ह3यां8या �व�न2द�9ट 

काळामCये �वभागीय चौकशी पूण� करणे श�य नसेल �वभागीय चौकशा पूण� कर�यासाठ� असलेल' 

ह' कालमया�दा वाढवून दे�याच े अ7धकार प(रHश9ट ८8या *तंभ ३ व ४ मCये नमूद केले0या 

Bा7धकाLयाला, %या *तंभा8या शीषा�खाल' �नदMशले0या मया�2दत अधीन राहून दयावेत असे शासनाने 

ठर�वले आहे. �वभागीय चौकशी मंजूर झा0या8या तारखेपासून ती पूण� कर�यासाठ� एका वषा�पे5ा 

अ7धक कालावधी वाढवून दे�यास मंOालया8या BशासकPय �वभागाने सामा3य Bशासन �वभागाची 

�वचार�व�नमय कQन अनुमती दयावी. 

 (३) कालमया�देपे5ा वाढ'चा B*ताव सादर करताना संब7धत चौकशी अ7धकाLयाने आ#ण 

Hश*तभंग�वषयक Bा7धकाLयाने स5म Bा7धकाLयास प(रHश9ट ९ मCये अंतभूत� असले0या 

BपOात मा2हती दयावी. कालमया�देची वाढ दे�यासाठ� स5म असले0या Bा7धकाLयाने 

B*तावाची काळजीपूव�क तपासणी करावी आ#ण कमीत कमी आवSयक असले0या कालावधीची 

वाढ दयावी.ʼʼ 

 

8. Whereas following are the instructions issued by Circular dated 

30th October, 2010.   
 

“शासन असे आदेश देत आहे कP, BाथHमक चौकशीअंती तUय आढळले0या Bकरणांत 

निजक8या सहा म2ह3या8या काळात सेवा�नवWृ होणारा अ7धकार' / कम�चार' गंुतला असेल 

तर, अशा Bकरणी एक �वशषे बाब Yहणून Bाधा3याने संबं7धत अ7धकार' / कम�चाLया8या 

सेवा�नवWृी पूवZ [कमान ३ म2हने अगोदर �वभागीय चौकशी सुQ होईल व शासन सामा3य 

Bशासन �वभाग प(रपOक \मांक : सीडीआर-१०९७/१५६/B.\.१४/९७/अकरा, 2द.२४ फेdवार', 

१९९७ नुसार एकुण चौकशीची काय�वाह' एका वषा�त पूण� होईल अशा (रतीने काय�वाह' 

कर�याची द5ता eयावी. Bकरणा8या कोण%याह' टfयावर �वलंब झा0याच े �नदश�नास 

आ0यास, अशा �वलंबाला जबाबदार असणाLया अ7धकार' / कम�चाLयावर Hश*तभंग�वषयक 

कारवाईचाह' �वचार कर�यात यावा.ʼʼ 

 

9. Then again, in Circular dated 21.02.2015, the following 

instructions have been issued :- 
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“मा. लोक आयु�त आ#ण मा. उप लोक आयु�त यांनी शासनास सादर केले0या ४० !या 

वा�ष�क अहवालात सेवा�नवWृ शासकPय कम�चाLयां8या व �नधन पावले0या शासकPय 

कम�चाLया8या Bलंgबत �वभागीय चौकशाची आ#ण %यां8या �नलंबन कालावधी8या 

�नयमना�वषयीची Bकरणे %वरेने �नकाल' काढावीत अशी Hशफारस केल' आहे. 

 

 %या Hशफारशीं8या अनुषंगाने वर'ल सदंभा�धीन आदेशातील सूचनाकड े पु3हा ल5 

वेध�यात येत आहे. याबाबत शासन असेह' आदेHशत कर'त आहे कP, hया कम�चाLया�वQCद ते 

सेवा�नवWृ होत असताना �वभागीय चौकशी चालू आहे %यां8या �वभागीय चौकशा BाथYयाने 

आ#ण %यां8या सेवा�नवWृी8या 2दनांकापासून कमाल ६ म2ह3यात पूण� होतील याची द5ता 

eयावी. hया कम�चाLयां�वQCद त े सेवा�नवWृ झा0यावर चौकशी सुQ कर�यात आल' आहे, 

%यां8या �वभागीय चौकशा BाथYयाने आ#ण चौकशी सुQ के0या8या 2दनांकापासून कमाल ६ 

म2ह3यात पूण� होतील याची द5ता eयावी. याबाबतीत �व2हत कालावधीत �नपटारा कर�यात 

आले0या Bकरणांचा �वचार कQन आ*थापन�वषयक कामे पाहणारे उप स7चव / सह स7चव 

तसेच �वभागीय चौकशी अ7धकार' यां8या गोपनीय अहवालत �वशेष अHभBाय नiदवावेत.ʼʼ 

 

10. By Circular dated 07.08.2008, it has been again reiterated that 

D.E. should be completed within a period of six months from the date of 

taking decision to initiate the D.E. and where for some justifiable reason, 

if D.E. could not be completed within six months, in that event, three 

months’ extension can be given by Head of Department.  Where D.E. is 

not completed within nine months, then extension is required to be 

sought up to one year from the Government.   

 

11. Now turning to the facts of the present case, disgusting to note 

that all these Circulars and instructions given by the Government have 

been completely ignored rater defied with impunity.  There is nothing on 

record to indicate that any such extension for completion of D.E. has 

been sought from the Government in terms of Circular dated 07.04.2008.  

The Applicant is subjected to prolong suspension of near about three 

years and six months which unerringly exhibits total inaction and 

lethargy on the part of Respondents, particularly Respondent No.2. 

 

12. In so far as charges framed against the Applicant in D.E. are 

concerned, those are as under :- 

 

 Charge in first charge-sheet dated 12.07.2018 is as follows :- 
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 “ckc ƒ 

 ek-egkys[kkiky] egkjk”Vª z jkT; ;kauh dsysY;k ys[kk ifj{k.kk varxZr [kkyhy vfu;ferrk vk<Gwu 
vkysY;k vkgsr-  
 
 es- ,l- czsu flLVhe vWUM software izk-fy-] iq.ks ;kauh 5343 midj.kkaiSdh 5050 midj.ks 
uksOgsacj 2013 v[ksj iqjoBk dsyh o ;k  5050 midj.kkiSadh dsoG 3321 midj.kkrhy ekfgrh e/;orhZ 
lOgZj oj ladfyr dsyh- okLrfod ikgrk e/;rohZ lOgZj oj ekfgrh ladfyr dsY;kuarj 24 fnolki;Zar 
lek/kkudkjd dkek uarj 90 VDds jDde djkjukE;kizek.ks iqjoBknkjkl n;ko;kph gksrh- 3321 
midj.kkrhy ekfgrh e/;rohZ lOgZj oj ladfyr dsY;k uarj #i;s 8-23 dksVh jDde nsr vlrkuk] #i;s 
11-37 jDde iqjoBknkjkl ekgs uksOgsacj 2011 rs twu 2013 ;k njE;ku lanfHkZ; v-dz- 1 rs 11 P;k 
vkns’kkUo;s vkgfjr d#u forjhr dsyh- Eg.ktsp #i;s 3-14 dksVh tknkph jDde iqjoBknkjkl vnk dsyh 
xsyh-  lnjph vfu;ferrk gh vkiY;k dkyko/khr >kyh vlwu vki.k njdjkj] iqjoBk vkns’k ‘kklu fu.kZ; 
vkf.k djkjukE;krhy vVh o ‘krhZa rlsp la;=kapk iqjoBk gksowu rh LFkkfir gks.ks o R;kph lOgZj oj ekfgrh 
ladfyr gks.ks vkf.k lek/kkudkjdi.ks dk;Zjr gks.ks ;kckcrph [kk=h d#up ns;d vnk dj.ks vko’;d gksrs- 
rFkkfi ;kckcrph [kk=h o iMrkG.kh u dsY;keqGs ‘kklukps #i;s 3-44 dksVhps uqdlku >kysys vkgs- 
 

 ojhy izek.ks vki.kkdMwu drZO;kr dlwu >kY;kus egkjk”Vª ukxjh lsok ¼orZ.kwd½ fu;e 1979 
fu;e & 3 ¼,d½¼nksu½ ps mYYka?ku >kys vkgs- 

 

Charge in second D.E. dated 16.07.2018 is as under :- 

 

“Jherh  ,l-ch- [kGsdj ;k izeq[k fyfid] f'k{k.k 'kk[kk] lekt dY;k.k vk;qDrky;] iq.ks ;sFks dk;Zjr 
vlrkuk    R;kaP;kdMwu >kysY;k vfu;ferrsP;k  vuq”kaxkus Bso.;kr vkysY;k nks”kkjksikaP;k xks”kokjk- 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

 bZ- ‘kklu fu.kZ; dz-chlh,p%2011@iz-dz-124@ekod&4 fn-20-4-2011 vUo;s lkekftd U;k; 
foHkkxkraxZr ekxkloxhZ; ‘kkldh; @ vuqnkfur olrhxgkrhy fon;kF;kZlkBh  pknj] csM’khV] 
CyWadsV ;k oLrw [ksjhnh dj.;kckcr e/;rohZ HkkaMkj [kjsnh la?kVuk ;kapsdMwu fu’phr dsysY;k 
njkizek.ks ,dw.k #-15]77]28]480@& brD;k jdesph [kjsnh dj.;kal ‘kklu ekU;rk ns.;kr vkyh- 

 m- ‘kklu fu.kZ; dz-chlh,p%2011@iz-dz-264@ekod&4 fn-30-6-2011 vUo;s lkekftd U;k; 
foHkkxkraxZr ekxkloxhZ; ‘kkldh; @ vuqnkfur olrhxgkrhy fon;kF;kZlkBh   xknh] m’kh o m’kh 
doj ;k oLrw [ksjhnh dj.;kckcr e/;rohZ HkkaMkj [kjsnh la?kVuk ;kapsdMwu fu’phr dsysY;k njkizek.ks 
,dw.k #-10]96]56]350@& brD;k jdesph [kjsnh dj.;kal ‘kklu ekU;rk ns.;kr vkyh- 

 m- ‘kklu fu.kZ; dz-chlh,p%2011@iz-dz-261@ekod&4 fn-30-6-2011 vUo;s lkekftd U;k; 
foHkkxkraxZr 44 ‘kkldh; fuoklh ‘kkGsrhy fon;kF;kZlkBh  pknj] csM’khV] CyWadsV] xknh] m’kh o 
m’kh doj ;k oLrw [ksjhnh dj.;kckcr e/;rohZ HkkaMkj [kjsnh la?kVuk ;kapsdMwu fu’phr dsysY;k 
njkizek.ks ,dw.k #-1]23]76]636@& brD;k jdesph [kjsnh dj.;kal ‘kklu ekU;rk ns.;kr vkyh- 

  

 ckc &1 e/;s uewn dsysY;k  oLrwaph rikl.kh u djrk iqjoBk /kkjdkl jdesps iznku >kys vlY;kps LIk”V gksrs- 
 

 ojhy izek.ks vki.kkdMwu drZO;kr dlwu >kY;kus egkjk”V z ukxjh lsok ¼orZ.kwd½ fu;e 1979 
fu;e & 3 ¼,d½¼nksu½ ps mYYka?ku >kys vkgs- 

  

Charge in third D.E. dated 22.01.2019 is as under :- 

 

 “ckc ,d %& 

 Jherh  ,l-ch- [kGsdj ;k izeq[k fyfid] lekt dY;k.k vk;qDrky;] iq.ks Eg.kwu lu 2012&13 
e/;s dk;Zjr vlrkuk R;kuh bUgVZj lap cloysys ulrkuk iqjoBk /kkjdkl #i;s 3-53 dksVh jDde vnk 
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dsyh- ;k xSjorZ.kqdheqGs R;kauh drZO;kps ikyu dj.;kr dlwj d#u egkjk”Vª ukxjh lsok ¼orZ.kwd½ fu;e] 
1979 P;k fu;e 3 pk Hkax dsyk vkgs-” 

 

13. True, the charges levelled against the Applicant are apparently very 

serious and having regard to it, the D.E. ought to have been expedited 

and completed without loss of time.  The Applicant was suspended on 

14.04.2017.  However, charge-sheet in D.E. was issued after more than 

one year and Enquiry Officer has been also appointed belatedly.  As 

such, the delay, lapses and inaction on the part of concerned at every 

stage is obvious.  The Respondents thus themselves watered down 

seriousness of the matter on account of failure to complete D.Es swiftly.  

Thus, seriousness is more shown on record than acting upon it with 

seriousness.  The guidelines, Circulars and G.Rs issued by the 

Government in this behalf are thrown to the wind rather defied with 

impunity.  No action is taken by the Government for the failure of the 

concerned Government Official for delay in initiating D.E. or who are 

responsible for not getting D.E. completed within time limit.     

 

14. It appears that Respondent No.2 by order dated 08.07.2019 asked 

Enquiry Officer to submit enquiry report within a month and stated that 

failing which Department may face legal implications.  However, 

thereafter no such follow-up action was taken as to why D.Es 

inordinately delayed.  No further follow-up was taken by Respondent 

No.2 and he remained complacent.   

 

15. At the fag end of the matter, Shri Uday Keshav Lokpalli, Assistant 

Commissioner working in the office of Respondent No.2 has filed Affidavit 

stating that Respondents are trying to complete D.E. as early as possible.  

However, no such time limit is fixed.  Affidavit is silent about the 

progress of D.E. and steps taken, if any, for completion.  D.E. seems 

pending without any substantial progress and unlikely to be completed 

soon.   
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16. As a matter of record, the Respondent No.2 had recommended the 

Government for revocation of suspension, but later by its letter dated 

30.10.2018 simply communicated to Respondent No.2 that suspension 

cannot be revoked till the completion of D.E.  As such, suspension is 

continued because of pendency of D.E. without bothering to see that the 

Respondents themselves are responsible for the delay in completion of 

D.E.  It is nowhere the contention of the Respondents that the Applicant 

is not cooperating in the matter or protracting the enquiries.    

 

17. In such situation, the Applicant cannot be subjected to prolong 

suspension.  He is getting 75% pay and allowances without doing any 

work which is waste of public money.  The charges framed against the 

Applicant are basically arising from the documents which are in the 

custody of the Department, and therefore, the question of possibility of 

tampering the evidence or witnesses by the Applicant does not survive.   

 

18. The legal position in respect of prolong suspension is no more res-

integra in view of Judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in Ajay Kumar 

Choudhary’s case (cited supra).  It will be appropriate to reproduce Para 

Nos.11, 12 & 21 of the Judgment, which is as follows : 

 

“11. Suspension, specially preceding the formulation of charges, is 
essentially transitory or temporary in nature, and must perforce be of 
short duration.  If it is for an indeterminate period or if its renewal is not 
based on sound reasoning contemporaneously available on the record, 
this would render it punitive in nature.  Departmental/disciplinary 
proceedings invariably commence with delay, are plagued with 
procrastination prior and post the drawing up of the memorandum of 
charges, and eventually culminate after even longer delay. 
 
12. Protracted period of suspension, repeated renewal thereof, have 
regrettably become the norm and not the exception that they ought to be.  
The suspended person suffering the ignominy of insinuations, the scorn of 
society and the derision of his department, has to endure this excruciation 
even before he is formally charged with some misdemeanor, indiscretion or 
offence.  His torment is his knowledge that if and when charged, it will 
inexorably take an inordinate time for the inquisition or inquiry to come to 
its culmination, that is, to determine his innocence or iniquity.  Much too 
often this has become an accompaniment to retirement.  Indubitably, the 
sophist will nimbly counter that our Constitution does not explicitly 
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guarantee either the right to a speedy trial even to the incarcerated, or 
assume the presumption of innocence to the accused.  But we must 
remember that both these factors are legal ground norms, are inextricable 
tenets of Common Law Jurisprudence, antedating even the Magna Carta of 
1215, which assures that – “We will sell to no man, we will not deny or 
defer to any man either justice or right.”  In similar vein the Sixth 
Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America guarantees 
that in all criminal prosecutions the accused shall enjoy the right to a 
speedy and public trial. 
 
21.     We, therefore, direct that the currency of a suspension order should 
not extend beyond three months if within this period the memorandum of 
charges/charge-sheet is not served on the delinquent officer/employee; if 
the memorandum of charges/charge-sheet is served, a reasoned order 
must be passed for the extension of the suspension.  As in the case in 
hand, the Government is free to transfer the person concerned to any 
department in any of its offices within or outside the State so as to sever 
any local or personal contact that he may have and which he may misuse 
for obstructing the investigation against him.  The Government may also 
prohibit him from contacting any person, or handling records and 
documents till the stage of his having to prepared his defence.  We think 
this will adequately safeguard the universally recognized principle of 
human dignity and the right to a speedy trial and shall also preserve the 
interest of the Government in the prosecution.  We recognize that the 
previous Constitution Benches have been reluctant to quash proceedings 
on the grounds of delay, and to set time-limits to their duration.  However, 
the imposition of a limit on the period of suspension has not been 
discussed in prior case law, and would not be contrary to the interests of 
justice.  Furthermore, the direction of the Central Vigilance Commission 
that pending a criminal investigation, departmental proceedings are to be 
held in abeyance stands superseded in view of the stand adopted by us.”   

 

19. The Judgment in Ajay Kumar Choudhary’s case was also 

followed by Hon’ble Supreme Court in State of Tamil Nadu Vs. Pramod 

Kumar and another (Civil Appeal No.2427-2428 of 2018) dated 21st 

August, 2018 wherein it has been held that, suspension must be 

necessarily for a short duration and if no useful purpose could be served 

by continuing the employee for a longer period and reinstatement could 

not be threat for fair trial or departmental enquiry, the suspension 

should not continue further.   

 

20. I, therefore, see no point or reason to continue the suspension of 

the Applicant which is already prolonged for three years and six months.  

No purpose would be served by continuing the suspension.  There is 
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inordinate and unreasonable delay in completion of D.E.  The possibility 

of tampering of evidence is ruled out, as the record is already seized and 

produced before the Enquiry Officer.  In other words, there is no threat 

for D.E.  The suspension, therefore, deserves to be revoked with liberty to 

Respondent No.2 to post the Applicant on any non-executive suitable 

post with clear instructions to the Applicant that he should not contact 

any person connected with enquiry.   

 

21. The totality of aforesaid discussion leads me to sum-up that 

further prolong suspension of the Applicant is unsustainable in law and 

he deserves to be reinstated in service.  Hence, I pass the following order.  

 

  O R D E R 

 

 (A) The Original Application is allowed partly. 

   

 (B) The suspension order dated 14.04.2017 stands revoked with 

effect from today. 

  

 (C) The Respondent No.2 is directed to issue necessary order 

and Applicant should be reinstated in service within a week. 

  

 (D) The Respondent No.2 is at liberty to repost the Applicant on 

any non-executive suitable post, as he deems fit.  

 

 (E) The Applicant should cooperate for completion of D.Es and 

should not contact any person connected with D.E. so as to 

influence them.   

 

 (F) The Respondent No.2 is directed to complete all D.Es 

pending against the Applicant including passing of final 

order according to Rules within three months from today and 

shall take necessary steps in this behalf.   
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 (G) The decision in D.Es should be communicated to the 

Applicant within two weeks thereafter.  

 

 (H) No order as to costs.   

  
 
        Sd/- 
       (A.P. KURHEKAR)        

                      Member-J 
                  
     
Mumbai   
Date : 22.10.2020         
Dictation taken by : 
S.K. Wamanse. 
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