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Respondents.
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passed by the Go ﬂ.ﬁér_i-‘-‘é’?i&_

Kanpur- respo ndent no.2 remov %QH*?@E@“ *a

from service on his conviction in a ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁ%aﬁéﬁ “ij:

147/342/353 IPC by the Metropol ﬁan m@istram g

Gwaltoli Kanpur, the applicant has moved th?énﬁgihtﬁlif

Ton Ny /s 1o otauthe Administrative Tribunals Act

X[11 of 1985 (hereinafter referred to as the Actj
g for setting aside the said order with the allegations

that the order was passed mechanically and even

the authority to whom the appeal was to be filed 5

by the applicant was not specified and the of fences | S

of which the applicant was found guilty are not

of serious nature soO as to render the applicant

unfit for Government service and the applicant has

already preferred an appeal against his conviction

which is pending and his removal from service on

that basis is fillegal and is not sustainable under

the law.

2N The learned counsel for the applicant

was heard at the admission stage and he tried to

;‘ justify the fact of not exhausting the departmental h
remedy of appeal Dby the applicant on the ground ”‘ :
that prima-facie the order is bad in law and no »
appellate authority was specified in the impugned .
order and as such, it was neither necessary nor
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e The petition is

| e at the admission stage. P e Lt ""?1
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