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Hari Shankar Srivastava
Versus
Union of India & others
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Hon'ble D.S. Misra, A.M.

Hon'khle G.S. Sharma, J.M.

(Delivered by Hon. D.S. Misra, A.M.)

In this application under Section 19 éf éﬁﬁjé?f;
Administrative Tribunals Act XIII of 1985 the app&ic&gﬁi_
has challenged the order dated 26.4.1985 passed by the
Superiniendent of Post Offices, Mirzapur Division,  1 Ay
{irzapur imposing the punishment of recovery from the L

D.C.R.CG. of the applicant. The applicant has contended

that the

Rule 109
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order of recovery was in contravention of

cof the Post & Telegraph Manual, Vol.Ill.

On going through the papers it is found that
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the punishment of recovery of Rs.6,626.79 p. was passed

by the Superintendent of FPost Offices, Mirzapur

Division, Mirzapur vide order dated 24.7.1984 (copy

Annexure'A-1') . The appcal of the applicant against the °
above mentioned order was partially modified by the

Director, Postal Services, Allahakad by his order

dated 23.3.1985. This appeidlate order is in the ﬁg;j:f;f

of a final order.gmd C.C.S.(C.C.A.) Rules,1965. There

is no provision for a further appeal to ggg'hiﬁ;¥f;fﬁﬁt
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(copy Annexure '5'). ﬁhé'nifﬁéiﬁﬁ;i

Allahabad has not vet sent any co

applicant with reference to his "ffﬁ'f

to the Director General, Posts & Telegr:
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and forwarded to the Director, Postal &ﬁﬁ__

make representation, he should await the disposal ﬁfﬁ[%ﬂ

this representation until -the expiry of a peried af.-f;mﬁ
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six months fram the date of the communication from tﬁ#55ﬁ
Post Master General, U.P. to the Director Postal

Services, Allahabad.

3. As has been observed earlier the applicant'
has already exhausted the prescribed departmental_.
remedy available to him and this application has not
been filed within the period of limitation reckecned

from the date of the disposal of his appeal by the
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order dated 23.3.1985 and is thus not within the S

period of limitation under Section 21 of the Administre

tive Tribunals Act. The best that can be done in the g
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A S : present case is that we direct the Director, Poattlwftﬁﬁy
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.'l“ ”::' Services, Allahabad to dispose of the repreaantatiﬁﬁ;ifgﬁ
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of the applicant within a period of three Mﬂmthgﬂfﬁﬁf{

the date of receipt of this order. The mpplicatiééf*“
disposed of accordingly. ' 5::u:ﬁjﬁii
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