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(By Hon. Mr.S.N, Prasad,
1‘
The applicant has approached this Tribunal for
j
and for directing the responden;s to decide the appeal

expeditiously. j
Succinctly the facts of'this case, inter-alia,

' quashing the impugned order dated 20-11-92 (Annexure-a-1)

2. i
are that the applicant was 1n1F1ally appointad on 28-6-86

as Fitter-Incharge Outdoor/Chargeman Grade 'B' and on

2-9-86 the applicant was given the charge of Chargeman,

il
|

Grade 'B' in Allahabad Divis%?n at Tundla juncticn.
Prior to his joining at Tundla the services of the
applicant have been quite satisfactory and there was
no adverse entry and was pr?hoted from Chargeman
It has

'8' to Chargeman Graée 'A' on 3-10-1990.
stated thak prior to joining at Tundla
j

Grade

further been

one shri R.K. Arora, who was working as F.I1.C.(1), Tundla
il

.
handed-over charge to the applicant and the test wagon
was not shown in the llstras is obvious from the photostat

\i
J
i

~ report of
copy of the/taking=-over charge &5 Annexure A—2\and when

the aforesaid Shri R.K. Arora joined at Tundla, he was

also not given the charge of Test Wagon and a charge
It has

i
report to this effect iifflled as Annexure A-3.
ﬁhat the applicant came to know

further been stated
on 6-10-86 that a Test Van was placed in C.F.C.,FIO/
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so he reached with his staff gt Kanpur C.P.C.

Tundla,
for inspection of the said Test Van on 7-10-86 and found
|

one side i.e. N.S.Side TB-G.M.C., andJnut bolt were
;

locked but another side i.e. NR C O D X appeared as

if not properly sealed, so the applicént informed the
~ o
Rreeicy 1301nt inspection

Railway Police Force g% C.P.C.
|

of the said test van was carried ou; and it was found
intac?,but its other
h’ )

N/S Seal TB and nut bolt was
side was not in tact and the said tegt van was standing

I

at Kankar siding platform Generalguﬁj and the applicant
opened the s3id van in the gé;:ifce[of his staff and .
Railway Prot%gz%gg For?e an%ﬂwelghéa and found 346 welghtscwfé

instead of bg}\, The wagon Floor was found rusty and
j
Copy of the report made by the

PfF. a=t is filed

!

there were 3 holes.

applicant in the presence of R.
and on the ba51s of the report.

as Annexure No.A-4,
s
by the applicant the Assistant Mechan1Cal Engineer,

Northern Railway, wrote a letter on 20-10-86 to
it was suggested that action should

respondent No.2 and
be taken against the applicant ;for failing to Xﬁﬁﬁx.qgﬁ“é

cheqky the same while taking-ovex charg=, and in regard

thereto the applicant submitteé a detailed report
It has/ further been stated

J

which is Annexurs A-6
that in regard to above,a notlce was issued under

Rule 11 of Railway, Servant, (DLA) Rules 1968 (Annexure-A-8)
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and eventually the impugned o;der dated 20-1-92 was

| A
passaed against the applicant Jand feeling aggrieved

J
aforesaid order, the applifant filed an appeal

the i
before the appellate authori%%%s which has not been

|

decided so far. |
‘Jinter-alia,~
stated,/ by the reSpondents/ln para 3

It has bz=n
|
filed‘py the respondents that
/
=

an appeal dated 7-12-52

3.
of the counter reply
J
the applicant has submitted
]
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i
against the aforesaid impugned ordér and the same is
still pending. f

]

4, I have heard learned counsél for the parties and
thoroughly gone through the ple;dings of the parties
and papers annexed thereto. f

i
Se It is noteworthy that a éerusal of the application
of the applicant and a perusal Jf para 3 of the counter-
reply filed by the respondents éeveals that the appeal
filed by the applicant against the impugned order
dated 20-11-92 is still pendlng and has not been

]

decided so far.

6. According to the above impugned order a sum of

i . )
®s,1,000/~ was to be recovered' from the applicant per

i
i
i
’/

month. A perusal of order dated 25-1-93 shows that
/

the respondents were directe¢ that from the month of
February, 1993 till furthefgorder the respondents
shall deduct only ®.500/- per month from the salary
of the applicant instead of ns.1,000/- per month. The
order dated 25-1-93 readsgas follows :=-

|

® From the month qk Feb., 1993 till

further orders,fthe respondents

shall deduct only .500/- per month

from the salarﬂﬂof the applicant

instead of %.1,000/- per month. °

/
7. Having considereg all the view points and all
aspects of the matter a#d keeping in view the fact
that the appeal of the éppncant dated 7-12-92
is still pending with the respondent No.4 undec1ded
aﬂa I find it expedlent that the ends of justice
would be met if the reLpondent No.4/hppellate Authority
: , /

is directed to decidefthe above appeal of the

applicant by reasoneq/and speaking order in accordance
i
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i
with the extént rules and ﬁegulations and after
giving personal hearing to fhe applicant

within a period of 2 months from the date of
|

receipt of the copy of this j%dgement: and I order

accordingly. It is made cle?r that as per the

h
above interim order dated 25?1-93 only a sum of
’5.500/~ be deducted from the isalary of the applicant

per month till the decision o% the above appeal.
1|
8.

The application of theTapplicant is disposed

of as above. No order as tonthe costs.
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| -JUDICIAL MEMBER.
| cq[2: 973
Dated: 9/12/93, Lucknow. “
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