CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
B BANGALORE BENCH

_ Second Floor,

' Commercial Complex,
‘ ' : ' Indiranagar, .
BANGALCRE-~ 560 038,

Dated: 24 JAN1995

APPLICATIGN NO: 1324 of 1994.

APPLICANTS ;=

Sri.H.Sanjeevaiah,Nelamangala Taluk.
v/s. '

RESPONDENTS ;=

(&)

Secretary,Dept.of Posts,New Delhi & Others.,

Te v
1. Sril.S.K.Mohiyuddin, Advocate,
: No.ll,Jeevan Buildings,
Kumara Park East,Bangalore-2.
2. Sri.M.Vasudeva RaO,

Addl.Central Govt. tng.Cdunsel,
High Court Bldg,BaYalore-1.
I

Suhject :— Feiwarding nt copins of the Order- Passed by the
Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangalara,
_ ——XX—— o

Please find enclesed herewith a copy of tha ORDER/
STAY ORDER/INTERIM ORDER/ psssed by thje Tribunal in

mentioned 1pplication(s) on Nineth January, 1995,
Jssumeel on

&q’a‘ ]95'32(
o

the above

¢/ %),‘,{ DEPUTY REGISTRAR
¢ 1" JUDICIAL BRANCHEs,
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f CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
‘ g BANCALORE BENCH,

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO, 1324/ 1994

! MONDAY, THE 9TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1995

| SHRI V. RAMAKRISHNAN =~ eee  MEMBER (R)
L

SHRI AN, VUJJAMARADHYA . ... MEMBER (3)

!
i
|
Shr1 H. Sanjeevaiah,

Aged 32 years,

LPND/NP, s/o Shri Hanumalah,
KOligere 8000,

Under Belavangala S.0.,

Nelamangala Taluk. cee Applicant

(By Advocate Shri §.K. Mohiyuddin )

Vs

1¢ Union of India through
. Secretary, Dem rtment of
Posts, New Delhi - 1,

2. Superintendent of Post
. 0Offices, Channapatna.

3. Sub-divisional Inspector _ ,
| (Posts), Nelamancala. " ees Respondents

( By Addl, Central Govt. Standmg Counsel,
ET Shri M, Vasudeva Rao )

; "ORDER

; . .
Shri V. Ramakrishnan, Member (A)

1

]: We have heard both sides. The relief soucht for by the

P
é licant is that the per;od of "put of f duty" from 25.7.90 to 3.8.92
\
sho
\

: ould be treated as duty for all purposes and that he should be paid
£ T}
ZZSOPOSIEN
r

~ ,9 ~all back wages for this period. The apphcant has sou eht this relief

\ OTVhe ground that the department had subsequently dec1ded to drop

L' proceedmgs ‘earlier initiated. UWe f’ind that the issue j_.nVQIVed,

cesee 2f=



nameily, the vires of Rule 9 (3) of the EDA (Conduct & Service) Rules
which states that an e.mployee shall not be allowed to draw any allo-
wance for the period he was képt off duty has already been considered
by the Full Bench of this Tritunal in OA 25/92 on a reference of the
Calcutta Bench of this Tribunal and disposed of on 21.2.94. The Full
Bench had held that an. employee who is "put off.duty" under Rule 9 of |
the Rules (as is the case in respect of the present applicant) is not

entitled to get any allowance for the period during which he is kept

off duty. In the light of the decision of the Full Bench of this

Tribunal, we dismiss the present application. A ; #

2. At this stage, Shri S.K. Mohiyuddin submits that the case

 of Peter De Sa is pending before the Supreme Court on a reference by

the department and in the event of Supreme Court passing any orders
for the benefit of persons on "put off duty" under Rule 9 (3), the
same should be extended ’96 the applicant also. e agree and direct

accordingly. No Costs.
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( A.N. VUIIANARADHYA ) (V. RAMAKRISHNAN )
MEMBER (A)

Central Administrative Tribunal
Bangalore Bench '

Bangalore
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