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ORD Oral
By Reddy. J.
The only grievance of the applicant is that
tho i
ugh he has been working as Blacksmith, his salary

was not paid since 01-09-1998

2.  1In j
the counter, it has been stated that
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has been completed and the app1icant has been removed
from service. The learned cqﬁnse1 for the applicant
also concedes that against the order of removal, he
filed an appeal and the same is still pending. Since
the period during which the app1icantk\§eeking his

salary falls within the period when he was alleged to

ok
“have been abscondedvaand the same has been enquired

into and the applicant has been removed from service,
1he contention that he was not paid salary for the

said period cannot be entertained. The OA is accordingly

Oj&/ dismissed.

3. Since the question of the alleged

_unauthorised absence of the applicant and the

consequent removal of the applicant is pending
consideration by the appellate authority, we direct
the appellate authority to consider the appeal and
dispose of the same as per law. However, it is made
clear ﬁhat the question of alleged unauthorised
absence of the applicant should be considered by the
applicant without being influenced by the dismissal of

the present OA,.
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