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This is a transferred dppkﬁchhsﬁﬁi

of 1985 (Act).

208 At the material time the applicant was

working as an Assistant Station Master (ASM) at

Shahjahanpur of the Northern Railway Zone of Indian

Rallways, 1Initially the Senior Divisionpal Security

Officer (SDSO) kept the applicant under suspension
and then commenced disciplinary proceedings against

him in which it is alleged that he inflicted the

Punishment of stoppage of increments on him on 8,12%2. B

In 0.S. No.126 of 1985 filed in the Court of Munsif, B 4 T

Shahjahanpur the applicant challenged the same which

on transfer has been registered as an Application
No. 1277 of 1986,

T e T
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" 6. That the plaintiff has wrongly
that punishment o f uj

imposed,

7. That the plaintiff was susp

el =

Wwas punished stoppage of two set

8. That the punishment was imquf
Discipline and Appeal Rules, 19&9;?ﬁi Sy

The written statement has been verified by the

Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railuay,

Moradabad (D.R.M.).

4 Shri V.C.Misra, learned Counsel for the
applicant contends that the impugned order, made
by the D,R.M, imposing the punishment of stoppage

of increments, is illegal and impermissible,

5 Shri G.P.Agarwal, learned counsel for the
respondents contends that the only punishment imposed o
was one of suspension with stoppage of two sets of

passes which punishment had not been challenged by the

applicant and therefore the question of this Tribunal

e Hﬁvwamw v~ e




a@pplicant does not arise. From this it follouws
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the D.R.M. imposinc
stog page of three increments against
‘r H 11 13 _.l":
t_?ﬁzf{;--vn asserted that no such punishment

'

had been impnéﬂ.rﬁaff
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only punishment ihgﬁﬁﬁj;’f”ﬂhﬁ%ﬂﬁhﬂ@ﬂﬁ%@ﬁﬁl@ﬁ-
suspension with stnppagaﬁnf
he has not challenged, is
Tribunal examining the impugned nriaﬁ‘ ,x”

punishment of stoppage of increments, ioaae

i -
-

‘!““;
examining the validity of the punishment impusad E?

arise. So also the question of this Tribu*na‘éil

the D.R.M, alluded to in paragraph 7 of tha
uritten statement which is not challenged by the

that we should dispose of this application as hauing
really become unnecessary, Ue, therefore, dispose of |!

this application as having really become unnecessary, E

8ut in the circumstances of the case, we direct the

e Wy, A o
g - . 5 L B A gk, "‘ -

parties to bear their ouw costs,

JU\\Q‘;;:'.‘GE(P Chaifman q;»f‘i (f-f»? : ér (A)

Dated the 10th Nov,.,, 1987
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