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" All ahabad, this the 7th day of January 2007.

QUORUM - HON. MR, S. DAYAL, A.M. :
~ HCN. Ui, RAFTCUDDIN, J .M. ‘

0. A NO. 1567 of 2001, ,
Lo Harl Palﬁiihgh»s/o Mohan Lal. :/o c/o Anand ueneral
'Stofe, Near Pandey Ji Ka mandir, Lnaukl BaStl, Line
Par, Morgdabad. .. s : aco-a prllcant{
\\COUnsel~for'applicant,: sri D.P. Singh.
' -. Versqs s

o ; - 1. Union of India:through Secretary, Ministry of
. Tel ecommunication,  New ﬁe%hi.‘ »
& =" o Post Master General, Bareilly Region, U.P. Pariméndal;
Bareilly. - - :
1;'; = ": 3. Senior Supérintendént of Post OffiCe,iﬂoradébad
: Division,fMoradabad.;.. - ..{.. ﬁgspondénts§

- CounScl for respondent: : Sri R.C. Joshi,
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BY HON. MR. S, DAYAL, A,M,

- ‘ ~ We find that the application has come to us for

“r
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tting aside the orders dated 14.9.2000 and 23.2,200l. .

4.1

Ae-instatement of the applicant with back wages is also

‘ sought. We find that the order 'dated 14.9.2000, the .
applicént has been awarded penalty of removal from
service. The order dated 23.2.2001, the appellate
éuthoritv hés upheld that the puni§hment ;gswﬂﬁék?QZ%a L/

by the d15c1plwncry autho 1uy

. ) , 2ea > The counsel for the appiicant has urged that

. the Apex Court in its judgment ih Union of India & others
i 1 ‘
Vs. Mohd. Rampan Khan {1991) 1 SCC Paae-588 has‘prov1ded

e £ , that second shov Causo notlce shall be glVen when -order
- of removal or dlSﬂstal is passed The counsel for the
£ ya T

. applicant relies on Para 12 in WhiCh it has been mentioned
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- «that there is no material change @ndniting from déletion:

f second stage of encu1ry whlcn would Qzﬁgggézaﬁhaﬁ‘,

the Service of notice propoblng one oL the three .

wied L )
punishment mentloned,ln article 3ll(l§ and the
'delinquent officer shall be given an opooruunwﬂy of
representing aga inst the same gna being heard e
find that Para 12 does not set up ary'such propobltlon
but'onlv'sta+es'th at requlremen+ of copy owc the rch ﬁ
be prOV1ded to the dellnoueﬁt remains unchanged despite

deletlon of second - Stage of enquiry. Henqe.the COnﬁen;

tion of counsel for the ‘applicant cénnot be acdepted.f

S Counsel for the applicant has also Stated’

~that the defence of the applicant has not been COpSldereq

by uhe disci ollnary authorluy. -We find  that theré is ?
a detailed enquiry.report in which the defenée of the
applicant had been duly considered and was found.not |
aa?ﬁé’agceptgble.- #é find that the disqip;indry‘authorig

has considered the explanation given by the applicant

“,wiéh regard to the 1mpuudtlons made agae inst Shim ih thé

vmemorandum of charges. He has also shown hls Complete |
’l 2

agreement with the report of uke enculLy ofr¢cer.

Therefore, this ground raised by the applicant is also .
not valid. ‘In hé 01rcunbuance§§ there is°no Ouher
ok L
AlrregulaLvty,wﬁtﬂ?;gzazl zég%ﬁe in conduct

dlSClpllnary proceealngb wepgzﬁeaﬁfb;gy find thau

there is no merit in the app11Cat10n, which is -
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There shall be no order as' to costs.
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