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JUDGMENT
MR oK P «ACHARYA, VICE-CHAIRMAN, The petitiomerwhoba Gamgmar im Gamg No.3
has received am order of pumishmemt for umauthorised absence
coataimed im Ammexure-I amd II. We find that he has not
preferred amy appeal to the appelate authority. The petitioma
is a low pald employee witha.zt?i:f; “Cxtricacies of the law
of procedure. Therefore we direct that the petitiomer may
prefer two appeals agaimst the orders passed ina Arpemure-I
and II to the appelate authority who will comsider the
grievance of the Petitioner and will pass recessary orders
accordiugl@fé‘ch% ' ﬁé{?e‘iﬁihmld be filed within 30 days
from to-day alg if mot filed the order of pumishmeat
contained in Ammexure-I amd II is to be gistsined . Thus

the applicatiom is disposed of leavimg the parties to

bear their respective costs.
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2. We havevﬁ::ar:éé counsel for the petitiomer
and Mr.B.Pal,learmed Stamdimg Coumsel for the Railway

Administration.
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