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Hon 	r. 	e 

the applicant - Aditya Prakash 	ivastava has 

brought this O.A. seeking the relief that the appeal 

which wa s filed  Ef,ry the applicant on 28/ 7/ 94 cha 1 le ng ng 

the order of punishment dated 07/7/941  be directed to be 

disposed of;and that the order of punishment he also 

qua shed. 

while 
2. 	The case of the applicant in brief is thatLhe was 

working as Assistant Secretary, Railway Pecruit;nent Board 

Allahabad, he was charge-sheeted on the grounds that he 

had appointed 13 substitute Loco Cleaners in Moradabad 
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of age on 31. ;0.1987. Another charge was that he 

app ointe 7 casual labours as Sub—Loci) Cleaner s while 

they d 	not fulfil the conditions of eligibility for 

the said appointment. Another charge was that he had 

appointed 	casual labours as Substitute Loco Glessers 

wbose nanp 	ere not available in the Live Casual Labour 

aegis 	and who caaikenot fulfil the conditions of 

ity of such an appoint:Del t. The last charge 

as 	at he failed to get the actual working periods 

of about 212 Casual Labour strictly Checked and verified. 

The charges were denied but the inquiry proceeded and the 

disciplinary authority passed an order of punishment on 

0 7.7.94 whereby the applicant was reduced to the minimum 

of pay scale Rs.2000-3b ,GC 	of the post of Assistant per- 

sonnel officer. Feeling aggrieved by the said order, an 

appeal was preferred to the appellate authority on 28.7.94 

but the said appeal was not disposed of, Nen this 0.A. 

on 22.8.96. 

3. 
The notices were issued to the respondents to file 

counter—reply as to why the O.A. be not admitted. Accord-

ing ly the counter—rep ly was filed on 23. 12.1996, to whi ch 

the rej cinder was filed on 0 1.1,1997. 

4. Today 	i S.G. Banerjee counsel for the applicant 

is present but none is present for the respondents. 

5. The applicant has come with two reliefs which are 

se If_contr ad ict cry. Cne is that the appellate authority 

be directed to dispose of the appeal while the ether is 

that the Tribunal may quaksh the punishmentwhich was 

awarded to the applicant. are wanted to know from the 

learned counsel for the applicant as to which relief Is 
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is disposed of accordingly. 

14\1•• 

No order as to costs. 

j
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being pressed. Sri S.C. Banerjee makes 6 statement at 

bar that the first relief as regards the disposal of 

appeal; he deemed to be the relief sought by the applicant. 

He is not pressing 	the other relief in which the 

quashment of the order of punishment by the Tribunell was 

sought 

In counter—reply)  this fact has been admitted that 

appeal was preferred against the order of punishment. 

In pare 16 of the counter—reply, it is also admitted that 

the appeal of the applicant who has new retired from 

service, has been submitted to the Railway Board for 

consultation with U.P. zi.C. It indicates that the appeal 

has not been disposed of as yet. An C.A. should not be 

filed unless the alternate remedies are exhausted. It 

saves the time of Tribunal on one hand and gives different 
g_ 

fort:tact° the aggrieved person for seeking redress. It is, 

fore, in the interest of the aggrieved person that 

approaching the Tribunal, the alternate remedy 

must be 	hausted. The reason in this case appears to 

be that because the appeal which was filer! on 28.7.94, 

remained undisposed of till the date of filing of this 

C.).A, the applicant perhaps thought it necessary to 

approach the Tribunal. Anywaylethe prayer of the applicant 

is that the direction be given to the appellate authority 

to dispose of appeal and we also think it expedient and, 

therefore, the direction are given to the appellate authority 

to dispose of the appeal within a period of 3 months from 

the date of receipt of the ccpy of the order. The O.A. 

Member ( A ) 	 Member ( e ) 


