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IN THE-CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL )
NEW DELHI
OA/TAJRAIGCP No.__ 430 1991
Suraj Ram & Ors. Sh. Be Devasekhar
APPLICANT(S) ' COUNSEL
VERSUS :
U.Oule - :
RESPONDENT(S) COUNSEL
i "_:;.: B
Date l Office Report . Orders .
19.2.91
Present : Shri B. Cevasekhar, Counsel for
the applicants.
It is a joint appllcatlon lq Lh@ﬂqﬁtteL
~of disciplinary proceedingsjand such an
‘\' application is not maintainable. Lear ned
. “counsel for the applicants seeks three

ﬁwwu P-/Lv W
P’V(M ‘w ),’)/1\/{-24

Psdne o

deys® time to file separate applications’
the same with teference
dgepartmental remedies.

and alsc to amend
to the availment of
Time prayed for is allowed. These applic--
ations may be lisited fax Wmaxksy when o
amended applicaticns are filed. Be listed

on 25.2.%21,
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( P. C. Jain) ( Ram Pal Singh ),
Member (4) . VCa(T)




LNy

A

-

Date Office Report Orders

OA 43p/91 Mp 581/91
2642,91
Present$ Sh.B.Deva Sekhar, coursel fer the applicant,

We have heard the ld, coumsel far the appli&ant an
the question of admissicn,

In this application, filed U/s 19 g4 the Administre-
tive Tribunals Act 1985, the applicant uﬂ~4 P J?&JQLh“;ZZL
the Inspector of Works (Estates) Northern Railuays, N.Oalhi
had impugned the order dte 21,7.89 (annexure P~I1} by which
he has been placed under suspension with ef fect from 21,7.85 .
&n accordance with the provisions of Tuleg 18 of the
Railways.SerVants Disciplinary and Appeal Rules, 1968, a n

appeal lies against the impugned order of suspension, The

applicant has not filed any appeal orsdex has made any specific -

representation against the impugned order of suspension, Thoe
ide counsel for the applicant urgeldthat he is being harassed

for the last many years sbout which in his various Lepresen-

tation made to various authorities, he has sought an open
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inquiry and thesse representatlon may be taken to be avezement

pf the departmental remedies as provided for in section 20(1)

bf the Act, We are unable to uphold this contention. The
oy Qoo ld G

applicant is not awetdebf the departmental remedies statutarily -
hrovided and es such,the application is premgture and it is
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tejected as suche, MNeedless tp say that the applicant would

pe free to approach the Tribunal with a fresh @pplication at

" the appropriate time,
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{ PoCLIAIN ) ( RAM PAL SINGH )
MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN (3)
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