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service. The first sentence of the letter ab.la.z.l?@Z

issued by ABN, Ghazilebad, reads as uncer i-

whe zbove named Substitute Works Knallasi W@S_ép?Q}ﬂtfd,
"and given the bernsfit of OR/scale 196-232 wee . £.22.0. 1377

" The above statement clearly indicates that the epplicant was

slaced in the regulal scale of pay. Thus the controversy
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that the epplicant was a Casuel Labour who was employsd by
the respondents'as and vien his servies were required 1s

not berne cut by the documents produced by the learned
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counscl for the petiticrer which have been taken on record.

The second document is an order dt. 1L.L.L979 placing the
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cetitioner under suszension w.e.f. 30.1 ‘

L1979, Thus the
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petitioner abandoned his job w.e.f, 30.12.1973 and, therefore,
his szrvices were terminated belng a Substitute Khallasi on
. daily wage basis i1s alsc incorrect. The third document

3.6.1976 by the A.M.0., torthern Railway, Gnaziasbsd before he
was appointed in service of the respondents. A copy of ecach
Iad

of these documents has been furnished by the leirped counsel

for the petiticoner te the learned counsel for the respondents.
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the setitioner, vho was arrested and o nvicted by the Coqlt
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o€ 32ssions and who remained in jail from 30.12.1978 till
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o was acquitted by the Allahabad High Court on 13.5.1981,
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should be allowed wages forT the peried from 3C.12.1978 Uth'
22.3.1982. It is evident from the record of the respendents
that the betitioner was placed undef suspension Gﬁ ll.l.l979;
He would not have been suspended unless he was a regularby g/

)

employee. ‘Ccdrdingly, vhen the petitionzr was acquitted
by the Hon'ble High Court, it was incumbent on tﬁe part

of the rQSpondgnts to pass éuitable orders under relevant
Rules with regard to the tre atment of the period. In other
words, the respondents should have tuken az decision whether
the‘periéd the petitiomer remained in jéil shiould be trsated

as duty or not spent on duty and paid accordingly. Since the

respondents have not taken any decision in this regard even

/ . . ' ,
though period of overten years has since elapsed, we order

spent on duty and the petitioner shall be paid his pay and

allowances as due to him in the pay scale apolicableto him
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at the relevant point of time. The above directions shall
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be @arried sut with utmost expedition and praferably

within a period of sixteen weeks from the datz of communicatie

ef this srder. No costs.

{J.P. SHARMA {I.K. R3SHOTRA) -
MEVBER [J) ' MEMBER {A)

14.08;1992 14.03.1992



