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f- CENTRAL fTh'VlINISTRAUVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHAB/0. BENCH, 

ALLAHABtiU. 

Dated: ¢1.llahabad, the 24th day of Janua.ry, 2001. 
Corqn: Hont b.l e Mr. ,:j, Dayal, PM 

.!i£tJ 1 bl e Mr. Raf ig Uddin, JM 

.Q....RIGINAL APPLICATION N0.1517 OF aJOO 

Ashok Kumar Chat urvedi, 
Extra Department Branch Manager, 
son of late .Sri G:inga Ramj i Cha'tu rv ed i., 
r/o village and Post Office Anolar, 
District Kannauj, U'. P. 

Applicant 
( By Advocate Sri K. N • .:jaxena) 

Versus 

. 1. Union of India, through Secretary, 
Ministry of Communication, 
Department of Post, Govt. of India, 
New Del hi. 

2. Member (Personnel), 
Government of India, 
Department of Post, Dek Bhawan, 
Sansad Marg, New Delhi. 

3. Director, Postal ~ervices, 
Kanpur B?gion, Kanpur. 

' 4 . .Juperintendent of Post offices, 
Fatehgarh at Pe r r-ukheb ad, 

. . . . Respondents 

·oRDER ( OPEN CCURT) 

{ By Hon'bleMr.·.;;i. Dayal, f:M) 

This application has been filed for setting 
aside the order of dismissal and treating the epplicant 
in service, on the .ground that the· applicant had not 
been given opportunity to file reply to cha.rge-sheet 
~nd th/a! enquiry is. vitiated. 

Contdd 



2. Qi. J.!517 /00 

2. le have heard learned counsel. 

3. e find that the applicant ham se Lf said that 

sh ow-cceis se notice to the proposed disciplinary enquiry 

along with charge-sheet and documents were sent to the 

applicant, but the sane were never served. The 

isciplinary authority in its order dated 9.3.98 has 

mentioned that Qv1 A,..2J5/M was sent at Kanpur addr~ss 

to the applicant, but the applicant was not available 

at that address. Tue Sub-Div is ion al Inspector, 

Chhibranau was _also asked to hand over to the applicant, 

but he inf o rme d that the applicant's fat her said that 

the applicant was staying sonew here in Kanpur. Therefore, 

the charge-sheet could not be served on the applicant. 

3. iVe also find that the applicant vas charged 

with absence £ran duty on 6.3.93, 17.4.93, 24.5.93, 

25.5.93, 25.9.93 and 8.6.93 to 8.7.93, 14.4.94 to J.!5.9.94 

and from 11.12.94 to till date Therefore it is clear . ' 
that the applicant was responsible for the chargesheet 

not having been served on h im , 

4. e find that a detailed order dated 9.3.1998 

has been passed by the disciplinary authority and the 

appeal memo was disposed of by an order dated 9. ll. 9 8, 

in which he had raised the issue of non-service of the 

charge-sheet and this has been ansse red by the appellate 

authority. 

5. In the c Lr cun st an ce s , we do not find any 

reason to interfere in the orders of disciplina.ry 

as well as appellate authority. The application 
;"' t.~~ 

· stands dismissed ~. No order , as to costs. 
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Nath/ 


