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’ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

AHMEDABAD BENCH

O.A.N O. /613/93

= ND.
DATE OF DECISION  2le4.98
H R Pandya Petitioner
Hr JBeBeGogia Advocate for the Petitioner (s
Versus
Undon of India & a's Respondent
HMrs.Pe5afaya Advocate for the Respondent [s'
CORAM
The Hon'ble Mr. v,Radha krishnan Yemper (AP
The Hon'ble Mr. P.C.Xannan Member (J)
JUDGMENT

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment ?
2, To be referred to the Reporter or not ? {v~>
g, Whether their Lerdships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ¢

4, Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
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Addresss 37, #nant Hagar,
Horvi-2e applicant

advocate VL OB .B.Gogia

versus

1. Union of India, Through 3
Director General oi Posts,
Postal Department,

Govt & India,
Jdew Delhiie

2. 3r.8updt.of Post LVEfices,
Rajkot Division,
Ra jkote.

3. Chief Postmaster General,
Gujarat Circle,
Ahmedabad. Respondents

Advocate iirs.PeSataya

CRAL  ORDBER

Dane613 0f 1992
vates 2104.1998

Per Hon'ble iir.VeRadhakrishnan Member (A)

Heard iir.Cogia and iirs.3afaya, the
ljearned advacates for the applicant and the

respondents iespective 1y e

Ze The applicant in this case has approached

this Tribunal asking for the following reliefs 3=

y




A ) It may be held that the part of the
gppellate order d ated 11.11,52 at
ANh.é=22 by which the applicant has

been denied back-wages ani arrears of
allowance is illegal and unjust and
the respondents may please be directed
to pay back wages to the applicant &&
froi the date he was put off Juties
1€+ £rom 205487 and revokaticn of
putting off duties i.e. 24.5.88 and
algo from the date of removal from
service i.e. 30th March 1990 till his
reinstatement ordered vide respondent
1043%s order Jdated 11.11.%2 at anne

Hm2243

23]
~

Any otier better relief/relief as the
Hon'kble Tribunal may deem just and
pooper looking to the facts of the
application may please be granted to
the applicant ;

c ) The cost of the application asay
please be granted to the from the

respoajents,”

~

3a During the discussion at the Bar,
.ir.logia's conteation is that the appellate
authority, by the wrder dated 11.11.52 had .
reinstated the petitioner in service agad as much
the applicant should be allowed xm full pay
allowances for the period Jduring he was put Off
duty from 26e8.87 to 24.5.68 and the date of

removal irom service 30.3.90 till his reinstatement

4ee




on 11.11.52. He also mentioned that the rules

regaraing allowances oL put off duty has been amended
and certain allowances are payable to the ED Ageats
for put off duty aand heuce, the applicant wuld also
be considered for payment of these allowances.
iirs.Safaya on the other hand &Rk contended that the
amendment of the rules k& come 1ntd toice very
recently whereas the applicant was put of £ duty as
long back as in the year 1987-88 and according to
not
the rule at that time, he would/ be given any
allowa ces for put of £ duty during that period. She
also ment ioned that the appellate authority had not
jdeclared the appliceat as not guilty but had only
#educed te punishment as removal [rom service as
it was considered to be a very harsh and considering

the nature of charge against the aepplicint _and %A

®

further the appellate authority himself has also
decided that the applia nt cannot be entitled for
any allowances Or arrears Or any back-wages.
Accordingly, the applicant’s request for back-wages

should be re jected.

4 . After nearing both the sides, and going
through the docuwents, we feel that the interest of
justice will be wet by allowing the applicert

50% of the wages from the date of his removal ie.€.
30.3.90 till his reinstatememt on 11l.11.S2.However,
for the purpose of service for pension, if any,

the period of put o £ duty as well as intervenning
period i.e. from the Jdawe of removal and till the
jate of reinstatement shall be counteld &s per rules,

GCeias standis -Jisposed of acerdinglye.
/

{ P.CoKannan ) ( V.Radhakrishnan )
viember (J) lermber (A)
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