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0pEN COURT - 
I 

CENTRAL ADMIN-ISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAD. 

Original Application No.455 of 2003. 

Allahabad this the 29th day of April 2003. 

Hon 'ble Iv1aj Gen KK Srivastava, !VBmber- • 
fion'ble N~.A.K.Bhatpaqar, l\'Ember~J. 

Om Prakash Singh 
aged about 45 years, 
Son of Shri ·M.lrari Singh 

. working as Sub-Post Master 
Station Road Sub-Post Office 
J\'10r ad ab ad • 

• •••••••• Applicant. 

(By .Advocate : Sri .B.L. Srivastava) 

versus. 

L, Union of India 
through the Secretary to Govt. of India 
r.epartment of post CUI!! Director 
General -Po s t , Ainistry of communication 
Dak Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. The Director of-Post Services 
Off ice of Post j'v1aster General 
Bare il 1 y Reg ion, Bare illy • 

3. The Senior Superintendent post Off ice 
~radabad Region, Moradabad • 

• • • • • • • • • Resp onden ts. 

(By /\dvocate : Sri R.C. Joshi) 

_O_RJ)_E_R_ 

(H9'J 'BLE AflAJ GEN -KK SRIVK>TAVA, A.M.) 

By this·o.A. filed under section 19 of A:lrninistrati~ 

Tribunals Pct 1985, the applicant has c ha.l Le nqa d the 

punishment order dated 31.03.2003 by which the recovery 

of Rs.6CXJO/- has been ordered at the rate of Rs.5CX) per 
' month from the pay Of the applicant. 

2. The facts, in s hor t , giving rise to this O.A. are 
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that the applicant was posted as Assistant post 1.Jiaster 
~ 

SavingSBank in Head Post Office Moradabad from lViay 

1999 to August 1999. The applicant was served with a 

minor penalty char'gesheet under Rule 16 of C.C.S(C .. C.A) 

Rule 1965--on J.0.03.2003. The grievance of the· applicant is 

that he r~quested for an enquiry conducted as per the 
I 

· provisions contained in Note-2 of .below· Rule 2 .o.f. P.ost~l : 
~nual vol-3. However, respondent No.3 did n~t consider 

'the re quest of the applicant and passed the punishment 
I • 

order dated. 31.03.03 which h2s been challenged. 

3. Learned counsel for the applicant, on query by 
I 

Court,submitted that ~he applicant has filed an appeal 

on 09.04.2003 before respondent No.2 i.e., Director of. "'1 
t...A1 - . 

Postal Services, Bareilly11 ·t.he appeal of the applicant is - 

yet to be decided. 

4. Sri G.R. Gupta learned counsel for the re sponce n tsj 

opposing the claim of the applicant .. --. submitted that 

it was proper for the app.}.icant to file(· the O.A., 
) 

after his appeal was decided by the Pppellftei Arthor Lt y , and 
- without waiting for the appellate o:l'de~ the applicant, in 

hurr~ has rushad to this Tribunal and has?filed the 0.A. 

5. we have heard learned c ounse 1 for th-e- parties, 

considered their submissions and perused, records. 

6. In our considered opinion, the O.A.,, can be decided 

at the admission sta<# itself by giving direction to the 

. responf~t No.2 to decide the, appeal of the __ applicant 
a 

within~pecifi.ed time. ve also consider· it appropriate to 

pr ote c t the interest of the app Ltc errt till the appeal is 

decided. 
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7. In view Of the above, we direct the respondent No.2 

;i.e., Director of Postal Services, Bare illy, who is the 

Pppellate Authoriti to decide the. appeal of the applicant 

within 3 months by a reasoned or'der , eonsidering 'the 

. vari.Qus grounds advanced by the applicant in his appeal 

dated 09.04.2003 (Annexure Pr-9). we_ also direct that tiJ.l 
/ ( 

the appeal of the applicant is decided by the .Appellate 

Arthcr Lty , respondent No;3 is restrained from making 

any recovery from the pay of the applicant as ordered 
/ 

by pun Ishne rrt order dated 31·.03.03. 

8. With the above direction, the o. A. is disposed 
of at the admission stage iteelf with no order as to 

costs• • 

V 
•;ember-J • 'lember-A. 

. _ IV!ariish/- -· 
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