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Coram t Hon 'ble Mr. T. 
Hon 'b le 	S 

••• ••• 

L. Verma, JM 
AM_ 

Original Application No. 741 of 1993, 

H .5 .Sh 
work in 
Et a'-ah 

rma sio. late Pandit Parsu Ram, 
as PWI, LR, Northern Railway, 

•• • Applicant. ••. 
(Thro, Igh counsel Sri R.P.Srivastava & Sri P.K.Kashy0P) 

  

Versus 

1. Lilian of India through General Manager, Northern 
Railway, New Delhi, 

2. The Chief Track Engineer, North,,rn Railway, 
Baroda House, New be lhi. 

3. The Divisional Rai 
Northern Railway,  
A llahabad. 

Lway Manager, 

	Respondents. 

(Through Counsel Sri S .N •Gaur ) 

ORDER 
(By Hon 'ble Mr. T. L. Verma, Member—J) 

    

In this applic 

A dm in ist rat ive Tribunals 

a directiOn to the re spa  

  

at ion under Section 19 of the 

Act,1 985 the applicant'  seeks 

ndents to treat the intervening 
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and allowances to the applicant 

all consequential benefits 

including seniority , pr y otion and increments. 
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penalty charge—sheet. I 

the charges framed agai 
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disciplinary author ity 
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application before the 
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oval from service by o der dated 
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t for a period of two years. 
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rom 15J:2.1987. The content ion 

the order regarding reaularisa- 

period from the date Of 

the date of reinstatelient should 

ith the order passed on review 

d under Rule 2044  of the Indian 
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2 for issuing a direction to the 
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Te41'w‘ xxx 



K lei 

o4,  

respondents to decigie 

app 1 icant dated 13 .4 .1 

he representation of the 

88 and subsequent reminder dated 

y reasoned and speaking order 

within a period of two months 
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his order dated 12.10.1992 
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in accordance with lav 
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is contrary to the pr 
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removal from service 
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e of action for this 



4. 

-4- 

4. 	We have he -A the learned counsel for the 

parties and perused 'he record very carefully. The 

argument of the leer ed counsel for the applicant are 

in two folds ; (i) t at the provisions of r le 2C44 

of the Indian Railwa Establishment Code does not 

stipul to two separa r orders one for period of 

suspension and other for absence during the intervening 

period from the date of removal from service of the 

Go-ern ent servant a i his reinstatement on the order 

being et-aside or m aerated by Appellate Authority 

or the Court. The Re iewitig Authority therefore, should 

  

have pss order rega aina regularisation of the 

intervening period 	the order whereby the punishment 

of removal from sery e was moderated to with-holding 

of increment for a p riod of trap years. The rule 2044 

of the Indian Railwa Establishment Code is being 

extracted below for onvenience of reference :- 

"2044 (F .R.54) 	(I),  When a railway servant who 
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compulsory re irement, as the case ma be ; and 

) "bother r not the said period shall be 

treated .s a period spent on duty. 

(2) Where the authority competent to order 
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e . 

lling under sub—rule(4 , the 

e from duty including he period 

-ceding his dismissal , removal 

irement, as the case ay be, 

ated as a period spent on clutY, 

ent authority spec if i ally 

shall be so treated fo any 

e ; 

at if the railway sery nt so 

ority may direct that the 

e from duty including he period 

-ceding his dismissal removal 

irement, as the case May be, 

d into leave of any kind due 
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—8— 

air that the reviewing authority 

:_igation to determine at to how 

the per 

duty 

date of h is re int -tat_ 
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have no application w ere the disciplinary proceedings 

result in dismissal of the railway servant. 

Proviso to Tacit sub—rule (4) of rule 2C44 

Indian Railwa Establishment Code pro ides that 

railway serva t so desires the c ompe tint taut orit 

ect the peri•• of absence from duty ncluding 
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ntation to that effect. In that 
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to 

Member—A 

In view f the faits and circumstances 

find no merit in this 

leave.ng the parities 

Member—J 

le case discus ed above, we 

ication and dismiss thesame 

ear their own costs. 

(pandey) 


