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direction to the respondents to pay salary to the

applicant for the period 01.08.95 to 02.06.99 in

terms of re-employed pensioner. He has also paryed

for 1~~ interest on the said amount. It is submitted

that the applicant retired from service on 31.07.95

on attaining the age of superannuation. However,

disciplinary proceedings we re initiated against him

continued until 02.06.99. The applicant has also

submitted that for this period as he was forced to

face disciplinary proceedings, for which he may be

deemed as re-employed pensioner and he is entitled

for pay.

2. We have very anxiously considered the submission

made by the applicant. However. we do not find any .~

substance. The deeming clause in Rule 9, sub rule

2 (a), is only for the purpose of concluding the

enquiry. Such a provision became necessary as master

and se~nt relationship ceased to exist between, the

applicant and the Government. from the date he

attained the age of superannuation. But on the basis

of aforesaid provision he could not claim regular

salary. The orginal application is misconcived and

is accordingly dismissed.

3. There \vi1l be no order a s to costs.
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