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' ot CENTRAL | ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHARBA] BENCE

LAHAEAD,

Dated : This the Ath qayl of M 2002

Original Application no. 314| of 1993,

Hon'ble Mr., Justice R.R.K. TFivedi, Vv.cC. |
Hon'ble Maj Gen K,K. Srivastava, A,.M, ;

Triloki Nath, 5/o sri Badri |prasad, |
R/o Vill and Post Office Dhagi Bazar,
Distt, Maharajganj.

ees Applicant

By Adv : sri MK, Updhayaya
- Sri R,C. Maurya

VERSUSs

> 28 S«.D.I. (Posts) Anand Na(ar, Maharajganj., }

|
2. The supdt., of Post Offidles, Gorakhpur Division i
Gorakhpur. i

3. Union of India through the Chief Post Master General,
U.P, Circle, Lucknow,

«++ Respondlents

By Adv : Miss,., sadhana Srivagtava

O RI|D E R

Hen'ble Maj Gen| K.K. Srivastidva, Member (A).

In this oA filed unlder section 19 of the A.T.

Act, 19%&, the applicant has g¢hallenged the order of
Inspegtor hw

Sub DiviSionakﬁ@osts) (in shoft SDI (P)), anand Nagqr,

Maharajganj (respondent no. 1p dated 14.8.1992 puttihng

off the applicant. The applicantvhas also challengeld the

order of respondent no. 1 datdd 22/31-05+1993 dismisging
the applicant and has prayed at the impugned order| dated
14.08.1992 and 2/23-5-1993 b quashed and the respohdent no.

be directed to allow the applikant to perform his duty with

all consequentiall benefits.
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