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4, Details of Applzcéilén. f'z“ﬂuk 0 tfﬁgiﬁ
/; ; 1. Particulars of thelaﬁglicant': : |
| (1) Name of the appli@%nt - Baboo Khap
(2) Name of Father ffz A8 uﬁhri Bhaaray Ehnﬁ
| {3) Designation andeFFf;ef: Ex-Trnlleynan, Harﬁﬂhf;Tiw
in which Emulnygd. NRly under S.l. {E}
(4) DOffice addrasﬁf- Same as above. : ,'ETTE%-

| ¢ .llr'.
/ .{Iw_r "
|

(5) Address for service of - Villags Karaundi, P‘Ev
all potices,/ i
kRe rEzpox | Karaundi, ﬂlstt'ﬂaﬁa& cYs

|
/
/

LY

2. Particularsﬁuf respondent
(1) Name and/éasignatiun (1) Union of India,
of the respondent, through G.M.N.R.New

(2) The Divl.Railuay !

ger, W.R1ly, Hmrﬁ.

{(3) S .B.8.TE. ﬁﬁﬁlyg

Moradabad. s

(2) eﬁ?ica address of the respondent --aswaﬁi."ﬁu*

(3) Address for service of all notices- As abc

3. Particulars of the order against uhiﬁh
aaplxcatiun is made,
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.337 of 1987

BabooKhan 7 PG,
Versus

Union of India and others db's o o Bﬂﬁpﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁt@fﬁﬁ

’ & Hon'ble D.S.Misra-AM
. Hon'ble G.S.Sharma-JM
gﬁy - ( Delivered by Hon'ble D.S.Misra) _
;“ | In this application under Section 19
= ! of the Administrative Tribumals Act XIII of 1985
- the applicant has challenged the order dated 26*12.3%
- passed by the Assistant Signal Telecommunicatien 3
Engineer Northern Railway, Allahabad terminating ;
i the services of the applicant under Rule 149 of tj;ﬂm
i Railway Establishment Code Vo.I. On going through i
4 : the application, it is found that the applicant‘ﬂﬂwgg
1: . convicted on 16,.8.82 under Section 354 IPC and '”;%iﬂ
%f: order of termination of his serv%Fe uﬁaer Rule 1§9'§§
iﬁ the Railway Establishment Code Vol.I was passed as ﬁ;
%;M'Hﬂsi a fdllcw up action. | fé;
i 2. We have heard learned counsel far'thﬁ?';zgg
%?“5 | applicant, who has pointed out that the applicant m%

had made a representation to the Senior Bivisieﬂal
Personal Officer Northern Railway, Moradabad mﬂ:%?
23.8.1984(annexure-C). In this application, gt
stated that the applicant had filed an &Fﬁi&$;

session, who had rulaasad him on p-

w},ﬁ

order @atad %*7 tlm m m Acal




reinstatement in service. However, i éf;:f&
application has been mentioned, Prima facie

application is beyond time, Learned eaﬁﬁﬁég

i”‘ oy ed and finally decided and the minutes were f&i_;;
o on 29.8.1986(copy annexure.F). Learned comngqlé?ﬁémff
3 for the applicant thus:@ contended that the pu{ff?épi
i of limitation should be counted from the above '
mentioned date of 29.,8,1986. We have considered
this matter and we are of the opinion that the
consideration of the matter in the PNM meeting is :
b not a prescribed channel of representation under
E the Railway Servants(Discipline and Appeal) |
o Rules, The period of limitation has,therafare,'%§= ".
. be comﬁ;&{rnz thg ditaﬁ pfafé order EI&;IE;EE# w
i of service,i.e. 26.12,1983. ?ge application is
é barred by the provisions of Section 20 of th§ &#i}’*
L. Act,1985. s (e
ILﬁﬁ_, The application is dismissed at the r¥¥_;
;, | admission stage. St
A,
: ” 22.6.1987.




