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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAD

DR IGINAL APPLICATION NO,1255 OF 2000
ALLAHABAD THIS THE 4TH DAY OF JUNE 2003

HON*BLE MR, JUSTICE R.R.K. TRIVEDI VICE-CWAIRMAN

Birendra Singh,

Son of Late Jamuna Singh,

‘working as Clerk under Permanent Way Ingpector,
Northern R iluay, Mainpuri,

R/o Ryiluay Quarter No.40, Rpilway Colony,

Mainpuri, : eescsecsasclipplicant

(By Advocate Shri C.P. Gupta)

Ver sus

1o Union of Ipdia,
through the General Manager,
Northern Rgiluay,

Baroda House,

S~ New Dglhi.

2 Divisional Superintending Engineer (III),
| Northern Rgilway,
D.R.M.'s OPfice,
Allahabad,

/~ 3, Divisional Engineer,

Northern Rgilway,

FiI‘DZabad. ..........Respandents

(By Agqvocate Shri P. Mathur)
ORDER

By this 0.A. filed under section 19 of Administrativ
Tribunals Act 1985, agpplicant has challenged the orders of
punishement dated 30.05,1997 (Annexure A-1) and 12,06,1997

(Annexure A-2) by which the pumishment of
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withholding of two increments for two yeaers has been
awardede In the order dated 30,05,1337 the punishment is
without postponing the future increments, ereas the
6¥tier deted 12.06.1997 JEhat the futuze-idffenents uill

be affected.

2o Learned counsel for the applican{l has submitted
that applicant was served only one memo fof charge dated
12,06.,1937, therefore, two different orders cannot be
passed, The learned counsel for the applicant also
submitted that he filed an appeal on 14.09,1997, but the :
same has not been decided by the respon;ents. In para 9 af
the counter affidavit it has been stated that the appeal
of the applicant was not addressed to the competent
'authority, as such the same was peturned back to him on
31,08.1997, From the aforesaid it is clear that the
...Ebpiicant's appeal has not yet been decided. Applicant has
filed two copies of the orders of punishment, one is of
30.05.1997 and another is of 12,06.,1997, whereas the memo
of charge was served only one, as stated in the counter g«
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affidavit, but the respondents have not given anyE?ié&é%s
B85535

in respect of order datedl\

3= Cgnsidering all these facts, in my opiniocn, the
ends of justice shalLA?etter # served if the applicant
is given liberty to filé a fresh appeal which may be

considered by the appellate authority treating the same

within time in accordance with lauw,

4, The 0.A. is disposed of finally with a 1lbegﬁg

to applicant to file a fresh appeal against the orde;}“




within a mont;,uhich : i3 to be considered and decided
treating the'same within time/by the appellate authority,

Ag the matter is very old,the appeal shall pe decided

within three months from the flate a copy this order
is fllEdo
S There will be no order as to costh,
-Vice=Chairman
[ ]
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