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^^IgAI^DMIMISTRAT trIbunat t
orlq-inal Apr]1 i , 1 | ,, , , '

Jabalpur. this the dth ^ Z ~tne 4th day of July. 2003.

Hon.bllJS:
shrl nK 4. , , "-^^T^rative Membersnri Chot el al sohl.
S/o Shrl Kanshi Nath Sonl
aged .bout 43 years, '°°'-

o r - E, Token No. Kr/65/638li
(For Advocate - shrl s r, ' applicant

holding brief ofsmt. S. Menon) «xaer of

VERSUS

?hr°u\;;f JSf I^ofettr^
Calcutta - 700 001

The General Manager.
Ordnance Factory Khamaria

respondent(By Advocate - shrl s.c. sharraa)

^ D 5 R (nRAT.^

By B.C. ferea, Vice

By this original Application the applicant
nas claiiaed pay and allouanca for fho
fy. nc/ / suspension periocftoa 05/11/1995 to j8/l2/l997.

The facts relates that In con^ctlon with the
case under section 307. 302 and 34 of I.P.C., the
applicant uas arrested and detained In custody free
13th July 1995. Consequently he uas pUced under
suspension with effect froa 13/07/1995. The criminal
case ended vide order dated 26/07/1997 of the Sessions
Court. After the acquittal of the applicant, the
applicant uas directed to be reinstated and is still
"orking. ihs grievance is that the applicant has ™t
baen paid the By an.^ allouances for the period of
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suspension.

3. on Query the lear^d counsel
"sPondsnts sub«ttsd that codec i
suspension perlori 'eapect of theperiod required under FR 5. h
pneeed by the resw^ents. 17,e lea ""
ePPHcant subndtted that as per th
Onnts hays not paid thePSid the pay and ailouanro k
PPPUcant was acquitted of the cha
^Pubt whid, Clearly ehows that the

"-dsnte ha! de™:"^^^^" ie for .e respondent e JT
-;-ne the facts of .s .spent case after
issuing a show cau«® »

as required under rn t^y>
an appropriate order with '

respect to the aalrf .The learned counsel for the re n Period.
'O® PPspondente has placed

reliance on the Har^-t j».ne decision of ths r,.ii r,
T  -L. full Bench of fhi*Tribunal in the caae nf p ,

Vs u„- . Pnd anotherIndia and another reported in Full se
oudq^ents Of central Rdeinistratiue Tribunal y 1
Page 438. in the said ce,.
already been oa ''®''

Py been passed. Ths learned counsel,for thespplicant has. on fho 4.u

deci • "^^PPdca on the'"n Of the hsdras High Court in the case of u ■
Of India 1/s 3avflr.=yaram, reported in RIR iggO Madras 32S
00 a decision of Punjab High Court in th
-  , ^ the case of
Jagmohan Lai I/a. <?tafostate, reported in AIR ,957

1*. , Po not^ress any
Opinion on the various risr,- •

P®"arons cited at bar. as the
raspondents has not yet passeH =yat ^ssed any order pursuance to
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'ha respondents haue e,
«nt order on 20/12/199^ , "'® 'sinsta

"e dispose Of thi 0 ,

ctt-ctlon to th ' 'PPUoatlon eith a
clrooostanoes of t^^atlT
har and thereafter pass an ®' 'h®

^  hass an appropriate order ujth'PPPlad of one month from the date of ^
'his order. The decision so taken

;; .ppucation sti!"'"'daoided accordingly.

(flNflNO KUMAR BHATT)
administrative Sber (O.C. UERMA)

yiCE chairman (3)

^stesT n 9^/sm. Bwigz.
f^rf^ 3tb; fKia; -

(1) »t5 TK-^f-arrrsr, saoFro y y-

(3) cr^;4i i^rina
(4) T«TO.:,n,

OTsn ijg sncfsxjae ^ ̂

^  f-




