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ALLAHABAD THIS THE 08™ DAY OF JUNE, 2007.

Hon'ble Mr. Justice Khem Karan V.C
on'ble Mr. .Cha

Sundar Lal son of Shri Birbal Singh, Res:dent of Bahjoi, Post Office,
Bahjoi, District Moradabad.

(By Advocate: Sri Pradeep Chandra)
VERSUS.
1. Union of India through Secretary Ministry of Communication,
Department of Post, New Delhi.
2. Post Master General, U.P. at Bareilly.
3. Senior Superintendent of Post Office, Moradabad.
............. Respondents
(By Advocate: Sri S. Srivastava)
ORDER

Justice Khem Karan, V.C
Heard Sri P. Chandra appears for the applicant and Sri S. Srivastava,

learned counsel for the respondents on this O.A.

2 Applicant is challenging the orders dated 15.1.2007 and 01.12.2008
(Annexures 6 and 4) to this O.A.

3, The case, in brief, is that one FIR was lodged against the applicant
and several others under sections 120-B, 420, 467, 468, 471 IPC and
section 13 (2) read with section 13(1d) of Prevention of Corruption Act by
C.B.I Dehradun. The applicant was arrested and detained and was
subsequently bailed out. It transpires that since he was detained more than
48 hours so he was deemed to be under suspension. Investigation was
progressing with its usual speed and so the applicant filed one O.A.
NO.1003/06 praying that respondents be directed to permit him to join duty
on the post of Postal Assistant and to pay salary alongwith arrears of salary.
This O.A. was disposed of vide order dated 21.9.2006 {A-Z) with a direction
to the Authority concerned to consider and dispose of the representation of
the applicant, within a period of three months. It appears that after this order,
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dnek comnaltand di!.q:iﬁrtt ontal
simultaneously. According to hﬁrg?!h
and deserves to be quashed.

5. We are of the view that no fault can be found with order dated :
1.12.2006 (Annexure 4) because it is not in dispute that the applicant was
detained in connection with criminal charges and criminal trial is still
pending. In so far as the subsequent letter dated 16.1.2007 is concerned, it
appears to have not happily been worded and does not depict true picture,

as suspension dated 1.12.2006 was rj reiterated not in compliance of any
orders of the Tribunal. There is no averment that any char esheet has been
served on the applicant, by the department. So there }s no good graunds@
interference at this stage. C A. is dismissed at admission stage.
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