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Dated New Dslhi, the 19th day of August, 1994

Hon 'ble Shri A. V. Haridasan,Member(3d)
Hon'ble Shri B. K. Singh, Membsr(A)

Shri Bs Lo Verma’

" R/o 11 Ram Nagar Colony

Bghind Phateh 3ingh Sumad
ALWAR eee HApplicant

By Rduocate. Shri V. P._bharma

Unlon of Indla throughVERSUS

" 1. The Member(Psrsonnel).

P&T Board, Ddk Tar Bhawan
NEW DELHI )

2. The Post Master General
Rajasthan Circle
_ JAIPUR -

3. The Director.Postal Servicss
Rajasthan Eastern Region

JAIPUR
4, The Supdt, of Post folces,
Aluar ..
ALWAR " : : e+ Respondents @
By Advocates Shri N. S5.- Mehta - ‘ : =
- 0 RDER
Oral)

The applicant has challenged the order dated
4.12.87 pgssed by Director of Postal Services, Jaipur

(Annexure A/1) by which he was compulsorily.reiired

from service undsr Rule 48 of CCS(Pension)Rulés, 1972

~and FR 56(J). The only ground on which the impugned

order is assailed is that counting from the date on

which the qrdar of retirement was issued i.e.,4.12.87,

the period of three months notice would not be 6var

on 16.42.88 .. . the date on which the applicant was

'compulsorily'retired from ssrvice, and therefore;
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Rule 48 of the CCS(Pension)Rules,1972 for issue /////

of three months' notice or payment of thres months'

pay in lieu thereof, has not been complied with,

2e We have heard the learned cpunsel for the

applicant and gons through the averments made in

the 0A and the reply filed by the respondents

'opposing the grant of reliefs prayéd for, by the

‘applicant. A réadindgof the impugned order makes

it clear that when the order/notice of retirement.' 
dated 26.10+87 sent by registered post on 9.11.87

was refussd to be accepted by the applicant when

“tendered to him on 16.11.87 thse impugned letter

dated 4,12,87 was issuasd in continuatiog of the.
note/;rdér dated 26.10.87. Refusal te accept

no;ice amounts to valid service of_notic:.>ﬁs the
aﬁplicant refused to acﬁept the note when tendered
on 16«11;87 countind from the date a period.of

three months would elapss on 15.2.88 and therefore
the action of the respondent$ retiring the applicant
with effect from 16.2.88 is perfectly in order as

the provisions of Rule 48 of CCS(Pension)Rules, 1972

have been fully complied with.

3. Therefore we do no find any illegality in the

_impugned order., We dismiss this application leaving

the paﬁﬁies to suffer their own costs,

TX>\J\,/3/~jf§w;”“

|
(8. KL ¥irgh) | e
o Ko h (A. V. Haridasan)
Nember(ﬂ? : ‘ : Member (J)

dbc



