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CENTRAL ADjvjjNISTRATIVE,,.TRIBLjNAL 

BANGALORE BENCH 

Second Floor, 
Commercial COMPlex, 
Indir.4nagar, 
BANGALCRE- 560 011'a. 

Dated:2 4 JAN 1995 
APPLICATIai NO: 1324 of 1994. 

APPLICANTS:- 
Sri.H.San'jeevaiah,Nelamangala Taluk. 

V/Se 

RES PCNDEN TS 
Secretary, Dept. of Posts,New Delhi 	C~hers., 

To 

Sri-S.K.Mohiyuddin,Advocate, 
No.111,Jeevan Buildings, 
Ku~ara Park East,Bangalore-2. 

Sri 
. 
M.Vasudeva Rao, 

Addl.Central Govt-jtng-C6unsel, 
Hi'h Court Bldg Ba alore-1. 9 
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SU.1)je*~;t,-- 

Central Administrative 
--XX-- 

the Ordor, Passed by the Tri-bLma.j.Ranq.l.,,,,, 

vase find enclosed herewith a Copy Of th,,! ORDER/ STAY ORDER/INTERIM ORDER/ p 
entioned 	11 	

as.-;L-d by 	Tribwuq_j 1.1). thc!' '4box,e 

I 
t1t, Cat-Lonts) on Nineth January,,1995, 

DEPUT REGISTRAR 
JUD IC IAL BRANCHES. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALl 
BANCALORE BENCH, ' 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION' NOj,_ 13Z4j_1994 

MONDAYt THE 9TH DAY OF JANUARY9 1995 

SHRI V. RAMAKRISHNAN MEMBER (A) 

SHRI A.N. VUJJAN1 ARADHYA MEMBER (3) 

Sh'ri H. Sanjeevaiah, 
Aged 32 years, 
LbPLAP,' s/o Shri Hanuma iah,_ 
Koligere B.O., 
U der Belavancala So., 
N elamangala Taluk. f! 	 Applicant 

(BY Advocate Shri S.K, Mohiyuddin 

Vse 

1~ Union of India through 
Secretaryq Depe rtment of 
Postst New Delhi —.1. 

2 	Superintendent of Post 
Of ficest Channapatna. 

-3i ' Sub—divisional Inspector 
(Posts)t Nelamancala.' 	 Respondrnts 

By Addl. Central Govt. Standing Counsel, 
Shri M. Vasudeva Rao 

0 R D'E R 

Shri V. Ramakrishnans Member- (A) 

We have heard both sides. The relief sought for by the 

applicant is. that the period of "put off duty" from 25.7.90 to 

hould be treated as duty for all purposes and that he should be paid 

',Oil back wages for this period. The applicant has sajoht this relief 

grou o n~, the 	nd that the department had subsequently decided to drop 

tl~ 	p roc eedin gs~ 'ea rli er ini tia ted. 	find that the i ssu e in We 	 volvedq 
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namely, the vires of Rule 9 (3) of the EDA (Conduct & Service) Rules 

which states that an employee shall not be allowed to draw any allo—

wance for the period he was kept off duty has already been considered 

by the Full Bench of this Tribunal 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 Eench of this 

Tribunalp tie dismiss the present application. 

2* 	At this stacep 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 per'sons on "put off duty" under Rule 9 (3)1, the 

same should be extended to the applicant also. We agree and direct 

accordingly. No costs. 
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A.N. VUJJANARADHYA 

All 
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V. RAMAKRISHNIAN 
MEMBER (A) 
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Central A 	iin strativ TrIbUrill 

Bangalore Bench 
Bangalore 


