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Allanabad : vated thls lﬂth day Of wovemper, 1999

urlgiﬂal ﬂpyliCatiUn NC, 217 oOf l996

alstrict : eorig
Lt A & —
piesh singh
s/0 Jamuna Singh,
Afo vill-Bhatwalia
Pogpigtts yeoria,
( Sfi amarerndra singh, savocate),
e + o « » » Applicant
VEr s us

s Union of i1nyig

fhruUQh 1ts General Maflager,

NOrthggR Eastlern nailway,

2e Avisional sailway Manager,
nurth Eastern dallway,

Varafigsi,

3. Avisional Mechanical hngineer(kﬂwer),
Varafngsl Jivision, wurth Eastern Rallway,
VaLaNasi,

4, Jvisional Fersonnel Uf ficer,
Nor th Eastern Hallway,
Varafigsi,

(sci . C, Saxena, advocate)
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By Hom'hle jqc, Lol LLANA, A.M

fThe Uy filed by the applicant, who wes oOfce g
poiler Maker in the Uffice of Jlstrict Mecngntical
cnglneer, Sonegore, 1s for # directiuvn Lo the respongents
Lo pay him hils salary tor the period from 5-10-1977 to
31-10-1995 afd als0 graluily, provigent funi, pension

and also ponus to nim,

2, the applicant was dbsent gquring the getiod and,
thesefore, Licre could be NoO guestion of his rejoining
service as he reached the gge of sugerannuatilon pefore

he could resume Jutiles,

3% Accordlng to the resgenjents yige their ,ritten
Statement dated 2]-4-1997, the applicent was agbsent
right from 2-7-1972 and he was not pald his salary from
that date and that he was removed from service on

4e=q4= 1978 4

4, Learned couligel for the respongelts conteaﬂgd
Chat tne Ui 1s percred py limitation in terms of the
gfovisionsg of Skection 21(2) of the Administrgtiye
Iripufials Act, 1985 any the—igim—eqQd the clalm relagtes
to the period long before the estaplishment of the
[ripunal,

5 ACCOCJ4lng Lo ,rl Amarenjia Singh, lecrtied

| C-oOunsel for ine apglicant, he was neilher suspenjey

| ' nor removed froum service ald he sent applicaticngtor

lcave, un wnich no gction was taken py the L espongents,

He polnted out Tthat Lhe responjents haove not traced
cul The record pertaining to the leave appllications

aly representations made by the applicant and that
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has becomefsonvenient execuse for denying him hisg
O entitlement to leave, salary, gratuity anj pension,

" 6' Ihe : : s
] dpplication would be hit B
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el ' prescriped unuer section 2)(2) of the act, rowever,
the Ua has already been admitted, [Ihe question now
ls tm as to whether the applicaﬂ"rt nas esbablished

| his entitlement to the claim made by him, lhe answer

| . has to be in the negyative, as the documentary evidence

w4 : provided by him are simgly not sufficlient to enaple

& 48 the Iripunal to grent him relief prayed for in hisg

Ui,

- | 1 . | 1= [he agpplication is, therefore, dismissed with

[

' no orger as Lo costs,
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