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JUDGMENT 

N. SE UPTA, MEMBER (J) 	The applicant herein was working as an Extra- 

Departmental Branch Post Master of Kakarudrapur Branch 

Post Office. Against him a disciplinary pceeding under 

Rule 8 of the P & T Extra-Departmental Agents (Conduct & 

service)Rules, 1964 was started. In that discipUriaçy 

proceedirj, the Respondent No.3 passed an order of removal 

from service vide Annexure-16 dated 10.10.1988. The 

j V 	applicant has averred that after the passing of the order 
/i I of removal from service dated 10.10.1988 he preferred an 

appeal to Respondent N0.2 but the said appal had not been 
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disposed of by the time he presented this application 

on 14.8.1989. The applicant has taken various grounds to 

challenge the order of removal passed by Respondent No.3. 

The applicant's prayer is for quashing the order of 

punishment imposed by Respondent No.3 vide Annexure-16. 

2. 	Responl. ents in their reply in cointer to the 

application have maintained that the appellate authority 

considered the appeal petition of the applicant and he 

noticing certain irregularity in the procedure remitted 

the case back to the disciplinary authority for fresh 

enquiry and disposal. The respondents have further averred 

that the applicant pannot possibly have any grievance after 

the order of remand by the appellate autority and that 

the applicant's assertion that no order was passed prior to 

the filing ofthe application is not correct. 

3. 	Since the applicant and his counsel have remained 

absent inspite of repeated calls, we have heard Mr.Asini 

Kumar Mifra,leaned Senior Standing Counsel(CAT) for the 

respondents and perused the relevant papers. Admittedly, 

the applicant had preferred an appeal and the Director of 

Postal Seivices, Sarnbalpur Region, who ev&ritually heard the 

appeal preferred by the applicant by his order dated 

31.7.1989/9.8.1989 set aside the order of punishment of 

removal fron, service imposed by Respondent NO.3. In such 

circumstances infect there was no order of removal existing 

on the date the application was filed. Therefore, the 

relief claimed is entirely mi-&s4j. The applicanths not, 

possibly ammnot have, in view of his a11eations, challenged 

the order of the appellate authority. 
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4. 	The application is accordingly disposed of as being 

irifructuous. There shall be no order as to costs. 

•• •e.....,.......... 
MembeiLMnthiiitrative) 	 \Member(Judicial) 
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Central Adminjtrative Tribun 
CuttaCk Bench, Cuttack. 
March 12, 1991/Sarangi. 


