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» BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALOKE BENCH, BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 30th DAY OF MARCH 1987
Present s Hon'ble Shri Ch,RAMAKI.ISHNA RAOD MEMBER(J)
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A.REGD MEMBER(A)

REVIEW — APPLICATION No.33/87
(in A.ND.160/86)

The Sr.Superintendent of Post Offices,
South Kannada Division,
Mangalore = 1,
The Union of India,
by its Secretary,
Ministry of Communication,
New Delhi. : s REVIEW APPLICANTS
( Shri M.Jasudeva Rezo ese Advocate )
Ve
S.Janardhana Rao,
r/ ot Sampige,
Sampice Post,
karkala Taluk, S.K. cse RESFONDENT
This Review Application has come up before the

court today. Hon'ble Shri Ch.Remakrishna Rao, Mamber{J) made

the following
OR DEGF

After perusing the Review Applicztion(RA) filed on
behalf of the review-applicants and hearing Sri M.V.Rao for the

revisw—-applicants, the delay in filinc the RA is condoned,

2. It is stated in the RA thet a de novo enquiry was
conducted by the respondents in the Oricinal application(GCA)
against the spplicant in the OR as directed by the High Court of
Karnataka in w.p.3701/74 which culminated in removal of the aﬁpli—

cant from service w.e.f.30.5.1979. The appeal preferred by the

applicant in OA was also rejscted by the appsllate authority.

The OA was filed for payment ot wa:.es for the period during which
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the applicant was put off duty. 1In our earlier order dated
19,9.1986, while disposing ;F the GCA, we directed the respondents
therein to pzy the applicant back wzies tor the period from the
date on which he was put off duty till the date of his 1ein-
statement within two months from the date of receipt ot the

order,

3 Sri M.V.Rao learned counsel tor the review
applicants submits that it was not brought to our notice when
we pessed the order on 19.9.86 that as a result of the de novo
enguiry the applicant was not reinstated but wes removed from

service.

44 In view of the facts now brought to our notice
we are satisfied that there is an error apparent on the face of
our order which requires to be set richt.
Je therefore direct the Recistry to make the following amendments
tc our order dated 19.5.1986,
Paracraph 3 : Delete the first sentence. In
line 18 for the words "till the date of 1e-
instatement™ substitute ™till the date of
his removal from service,"

Se The review application is sllowed to the a=xtent

indicated above.

6 The Recistry is directed to amend the order dated

19,9.1986 in the licht of thc above.
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Date

Office Notes

Orders of Tribunal

19.9.1986,

Deletel g tbeo,
aﬂhcﬁdkltq
WeFalra-ol
At 30387
IR 33187

holding an enquiry, was remo
The aforesaid order of remov
the High Court of Karnataka

tunity to the respondents to

not done. According to Shri

Shri M. Vasudeva Rao,

entitled to any back wages,

Y%ehduty 4s a seguel to the o
rule 9(3) of the Extra-Deparf
Rules, 1964, eady says that ai

but this dmaxxrEx cannot, in
an employee can be kept off |
doubt in the matter, the D.Q
No. 151/3/81-Vig.III dated
disciplinary authority shou]

=

4

the disciplinary proceedings
ED agent may not remsin put
120 days. Excluding this pé
able norm, we direct the re}

el

date of receipt of this ord
allowed;

2

pe 1od frOﬂ t

=

no order as to cost

Shri M., Roghavendrachq

salary was paid, nor was he t

to any allowance for the peri

Huty indefinitely,

e date on which he w
ége ent,
b T,

(Per M(J

r, counsel for the applicant,

submits that the applicant was put off duty, and without

ed ffom service on 30.8.1973,
1 from service was quashed by

%n W.P. No. 3701/74, giving oppor-

hold a de-novo enquiry, which was
Achar, neither the arrears of
aken back to duty.

ilearned counsel for the respon-

dents, submits that in the czrcumstances of this case, the
respondents were justified 1n removing the applicant from ser-
vice without h-lding an enqu;ry, and the

epplicant is not

—E&-F; —a#re—Satis
uld have taken-back the applicant
der—of—the High-Court, -and there-
r—i£~ﬁeeessa;yTmagains%—héau True,
tmental Agents (Conduct & Service)
h employee shall not be entitled
od for which he is kept off duty;
the nature of things, mean that
To remove any
«» P&T, New Delhi, in his letter
5.8.1961, clarified that the
d make every effort to finalise

and pass final orders so that an
off duty for & period exceeding
riod of 120 days, which is & reason
pondents to pay the applicant back
as kept off dut
w1th1n tw0months from the
The appllcatlon is accordingly.
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