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CENTRAL ADraNISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH'
NEiJ DELHI

■  h-
Nbuj Delhi, dated the S /j t '5995O.A. No. 907/91 ,

HON'BLt MR. S.R, ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

HDN*BLE DR. A. yyEDAWALLI, MEMBER (3)

S.hri Myni Lai,
S/o Shri Chhatarpal,
C/o Shri B.S. Mainee, Advocate
240, Dagriti Enclave,
D8lhi-11Q092.

(By Aiduocatef Shri B.S. Mainee)
applicant

VERSUS

1. Uhipn of India through the
General Manager, Northern Railway,
Bgroda House, New Delhi.

2. The Sr. Divl. Engineer (Il)j
Northern Railway, Allahabad.

3. The 'Asstt. Enginser (Lino),
Northern Railway, Tundla. ...

(None appeared)
RES PEN DENTS

JUDGMENT

BY RON'SLE MR. S.R. ADIGE. MEMBER (A)

In this C.A. the applicant Shri Muni Lai, Gcnnman,

Northern Railway, Tundla has prayed for a direction to the

respondents to pay hin his full salary for the period Ke-

remained suspended, and also for his salary for March 1989^wh3n

according to him^^not even subsiatance allowance was paid to him.

2, The applicant wa-s procaoded against departmsntally

on 25.1.89 on two charges. The first charge was that as

gatekeeper of Gate No. 77/C, during duty hours on 19.12.56

at 16.44 hours he opened the gate to let traffic pass,

but thereafter did not close it and then left the gate in an

open condition compalling the ASM on duty to give look cut

caution to an empty goods trainband to briefly detain a dslux
charge

express train which wa-s already running late. Thls^lso

mentioned that the applicant left the gate unmannad on the sic2
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that Ins-had gone to |efch drinking water, although during
trolley inspection earlier that day ths PUI had spi-cifically

I

told him to keep enough drinking water available with him

durino duty hours. The second charge was that on prouicus
S)r\

occasions also i.e.B^16o12,88^tha applicant had left ths gate

unmanned on the plea that he had gone to fcstch drinking
/

w ate r,

3, The applicant was placed under suspension on 19^12,83

r  which was revoked on 17,4,88.

4, The E,0, found the charges against the applicant

proved, and punishment dated 6,11,90 (Annexure A,l)
\

was imposed on him withholding increment for 1 yaar, and

his appeal wa s rejected on 7,2,91 by a speaking prdsr

(,^\nnoxur0 A.5),

5, The respondents state, that the applicant was paid

his full §Usp3nsibh • allowance during the period the

applicant was under suspension from 19,12,08 to 17,4,89

and the applicant has produced no material to rebut bhe

respondents averment that suspension allowance for Harch 198S

has been paid to the applicant,

. 6, The question of paying full salary and allowances

during the period of suspension would arise only whero it was

held that the suspension was totally unjustified, and tha

applicant wa s fully cleared in the Departmental E.nquiry,
A

As this is obviously not the case hepj^, the applicant having

bean punished cwith latoppage of increment for 1 year, ths

question of paying him full pay and allowances for tha

suspension period does not.arise.
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7, Shri nainee has argued that the applicant

was not giuen a personal haa^ring in the appeal^uhich

he claims vitiates the departmental procsoding and has

cited l^*K. Singh Us. UOI SLJ 1995(1) CAT 52. It is

noted that the applicant has not prayed for quoshing of tha

D«E, as one of the reliefs prayed for» and hence this

ruling has no relevance to the relisf prayed for In ths

present case, Ulhat has been prayed for is full salary

and alloaances for the suspension period, which is

manifestly inadmissible as the applicants suspension a)as

not wholly unjustified',

\

8. This application therefore fails and is dismissed.

No costs.

/GK/

(DH. A. UEOAUAU.I) (s.R, /olGp
flomber (3) Plambor (A)
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