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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

, ERNAKULAM
" 0.A. No. 158 1991
“F—A—No. . .
'DATE OF DECISION_1822.1991
Ke Me Rajan Applicant (s) -

MCe Mo Girijavallabhan

. Advocate for the Applicant (s)

Versus

Union of India represented bvf%ﬂxmdem(s)
Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture &COOperatlon
New Delhi and others - ‘

Mr. V. Krishnakumar, ACGSC __Advocate for the Respondent (s)

S. P. MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN

N. DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

.

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?"[*ﬁ
- To be referred to the Reporter or not? M

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? ]

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? M.

JUDGEMENT

MR. S.P. MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN

. Heard learned counsel for boﬁh,parties on Me.Fe
118/91 for condonation of delaye. Allowéd.

2. . Heard learned counsel for both parties on the

main application. _In.pursuance of the judgment of this

Tribunal dated 28.4,1989 rendered in O.A.K. 233/88

(Annexure-F), the applicant was permitted by the
competent adthority to join duty (Annexure-G). The

guestion thch remains to be copéidered is ‘how the

period of abéenée from 1.3.1986 to 20.8.1989 is‘tqvbe
treated. By the impugned ofder‘dated 16.51990 the
respondents regularised the périod from 1.3.86 to 9.6.86
as on Earned Leave from 3.3.86 to 11.3.86 with permission

to prefix 1.3+86 and 2.3.86 as holidays and Extra Ordinary

Iieave without medicalAcertificate from 12#3.86 to 9.6.86.



"
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The balance period df_absence'from 10.6.86 tO 208.89
is under c0nsideration‘for regularisation in consultation
with the Department of éérsonnel &fTraining/MiniSt:y of
Agriculture as indicated in the impugned ordéf itselé.
The applicant filed a representation dated 143641990
‘(,Annexure-K).'praying that appropriate orders be issued
for fchis-perio*d in accordance with Rule 5(2) of the c.c.s.
(Teﬁpgrary»Service)RuleS, 1965. 1In the original

application,the applicant has prayed £hat the period from

26+6486 tO 21.8.89 should be deemed to be period spent on

duty.

3.  The learned counsel for the reSpondents argued that
since this very matter is under consideration by the

respondents in consultation with the Department of

Personnel and Training/Ministry of Agriculture as is evident

ex facigrzhe order at Annexure-J itself the applicatiqn

is prematg;e. we see consiéerable férce in this argument.
It will be pre-judging the issue in case the reliefs
claimed by the‘applicant‘is adjddicated by us at this
stagef Accordingly, Qe close this application with the

direction to the respondents that they should take a
decision and communicate;the same to the applicant in
regard to the regularisation of the balance period of

absence from 10.6.86 to 26.8.89 within a period of three
_ o

months from the date of communication of this order and

dispose of the representation dated 14.6.90 at Annexure-K.

There will be no order as to costse.

(N. DHARMADAN) \C (S. P. MUKERJI)
JUDICIAL MEMBER VICE CHATRMAN

KN



