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A6 @Zﬂ Seen the petition. Heard the 1learned counsel
%L or the petitioner and Shri B.K.Nayak, learned
Q§%ﬂ L/Liiddl.Standing Counsel, on whom a copy of the petition has

— |
///////”’/// 28 pn served. In view of the submissions made by the
?%Y?Fi%» co earned counsel for both sides and the pleadings made in
/the O.A., we feel that this O.A. can be disposed of at
f?‘ - the admission stage with a direction to the departmental
< A~
’ _— authorities.
d e Tl :
e The short facts of this case are that the
petitioner was working as Sub-Postmaster, Dhenkikot in
Kegnjhar in January, 1998. In the night of 30/31.1.1998,
g:GK/fﬁf%mf’ R a |theft occurred in the post office and a sum of
.31,870/- was stolen. A proceeding under Rule 16 was
= i .

¢, ' drgwn up against the applicant taking into account the
/‘ > fagt that the maximum limit of cash to be retained in the
’////j;%%% qz Sub-Post Office was B.4000/-. In the departmental
fzﬁf\- TcLbrcceedings an order of recovery of B.27,870 has been
pagsed against the petitioner. Against this order of

ishment which is at Annexure-1, the petitioner has

ed an appeal to the Director of Postal Services,
)balpur on 7.7.1998 which

sent

is at Annexure-2. In the

application the petitioner has

prayed for a

ection to the appellate authority to dispose of his
eal within be specified by the
bunal. We note that in this case appeal has been filed

a time-limit to

by

he petitioner only on 7.7.1998 and only after passage
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pendling before him within a period of 60 days from the
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of

5ix months thereafter the petitioner has a right to

apptoach the Tribunal ordinarily. By way of interim

relief the petitioner has prayed that till the disposal

of

the appeal by the appellate authority the order of

recpvery should be stayed. Considering the submissions

mad¢ by the learned counsel for both sides, we hereby

direct Respondent No.2 to dispose of the appeal dated

1998 filed by the petitioner in cae the same is still

dat¢ of receipt of this order.

the

pet]

It is submitted by the learned counsel for the
| tioner that order of recovery should be stayed till
appeal is disposed of. If so advised, the petitioner

make a prayer to that effect before the appellate

authority for his consideration. At this stage when the

mat

ter is pending consideration of the appellate

authority, we are not inclined to pass any interim order

on

the
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#his point.

With the above direction O.A. is disposed of at

admission stage itself. No costs. A A
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Heard Shri Be.K.Nayak, learned Addl.Standing
founsel on M.A.570/98 in which the departmental
authorities have asked for 60 days time from the
Hate of filing of this M.A. for implementing the
order dated 29.7.1998, i.e. for disposing of the
appeal filed by the applicant. In the meantime,

it is stated by the learned Addl.Standing Counsel,
the said appeal has been disposed of and in view

of this M«.A.570/98 has become infurcuous and the

’.

same is disposed of accordingly. Jt
VICE

MEMBER (Juoxa.xau)




