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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI
0.A. No.1a77
New Delhi this the 2¥ Day of October, 1398

Member (J}

Hon’ble Mrs. Lakshmi Swaminathan,
Hon’ble Mr.

R.K. Ahooja, Member (A)

Maines)
~Yersus-
Urion of India @ Through
1. General Manager,
Nﬂrthtrn Railway,
Btrv a Houss,
o Dc?h?;
2 The Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern Railway
Ambala Cantt. RBespondents
{By Advocate: Shri R.L. Dhawan)

ORDER

Hon’ble shri R.K. Ahooja, Member (A)
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2. We heard the counssel on hoth cides,
Yaricus points have been raised by ths 1
L e o ERPN A
or the applicant rsgarding the conduct of the inquiry
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inst the  applicant including the point  that

agains
regpondents themselves had not initiated any action it

1963, tht accepting the situat ion that the guartsr, in

on of the app’icant
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guestion, was being occupied by the

e iz oalse  in the service of Railways. In  our {ew

ints  are not relevant. The main lssue TG D€

sidered in our opinion is whether the unauthorised
etention of  Govi. accommodation  constitutes &
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2130 the applicant had been removed from service
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rhe Tribunal in ATR 1687(1) CAT 587
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and 1990(2) SLJ  (CAT) 460, the Tribunal concluded a8

" 7. Nothing has been shown to us to lsad
us to believe that the ufs,cca.d JU*jEﬂwﬁ g
have been stayed, modifiad
under the circumstance, we as
Bench are bounded by tho
which appear to have been i

s In the result, neither the Discip
Authority’s order dated 2.1.21 rear
applicant from sarvice,ner the &pp
order  dated 12.4.91 rejecting
apseaijeer indeed the revi
authority’s order dated 15.71 81 converd
the removal order to one of ravertd

applicant to the post of a peon (Gr.
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be sustained. The 0A
above 3 orders are qua
: Respo ndeﬁtv re
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1ty within three months
eceipt of a copy of this 1Wd yemnt .
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4. We find that the present case iz on all foure

with the facts of Kailash Charan Lal Ve,

agreement with the decizion

hat no disciplinary

ion of quarte:
course for the respondents was to initiate procseding

undaer the Pyblis Premises Fviction Act.
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ha 0.A, is therefore allowsd and the

impugned  order, Annexure A-1 of  the

f the appellate authority iz guashed and set

. z3ide. The respondents are directed to traat

applicant in service ti11 the date of his sup
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d to the arrears of his pay as well ac
. The conseguential payments wil)

De made to the applicant within a period of thrae m

rrom the date of rec
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eipt of a copy of this order.
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(Mrs. Lakshm1 Swam1nathan}
Member (J)




