
CENTRAL ADFIN1STRAT1E TRI8UNI1L 

CALCUTTA BENCH 

618 of 1997. 

Present : HON'BLE DR B.C. 3RMA, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER. 

HON'BLEMF, D. PIJRKAYASTHA, JUDICIAL MEMBER, 

Md. (io,amrnel Heque M011h 

S/o_ Morhum Colam Ban, 
\Jiil & PU, Dahakenda, 
PS. Mathurapur 
Djt. 24 Pgs( ). 

too Applicant. 

Vr a, 

1. Union of India, 
through the Chief Post Master 
General Uest Bengal, 

2 The Chief' Post Master General, 
(Jest Bene1 Circle. 
Joygeyog Bhavan, Cal-120  

3, Sudt, of P.Os, 
South Presidency 
Baruipur, 

SubDivl Inspector of P.Us, 
Mthurepur Sub-flivn, 
Bishnupur, 

The Sub-Post MSter, 
Mathurnpur P.S.  

6. Tie Overseer, Mcii, 
Methurapur p,5, 
dxx& 

Arbinda Halder, 
Extra Depttl. Deliiery Agent, 
Oahakanda Branch PçO, 

NiShikanta Halder, E.D. Mail Peon. 

Urna Rani Halder, C/o— Lt, iannyasi of 
Uch5k anda. 

Respondents, 

For applic nt : Mr. M.J. Abedin, Counsel. 

For respon ents : firs, K. B3nerjee, Counsel, 

- 	-- 	- 	-- 
fl'9Lcj on ;ii,i,9•i, 	 Ordered on : 15.12,97, 
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B.C.Sarma, J11•  

1. 	The dispue raised in this petition is about the 

quashing of the put off duty order issued against the applicant 

dated 7.4.1995. The applicant contends that no charge-memo 

has y  t been issued and, hence, the grievance, 

2, 	 As directed by us, the respondents have f'iled a reply 

a t thi stage of admission hearing,  

When admission hearing was taken up today, Mrs B5nerjee, 

id. C unsl for the respondents invited Our attention to the 

conte tion of the respondnts at Sub._para (v) of pera 3 at page 

4 of the reply, which State's that a charge memo dated 25, 6. 97 

has already been issued against the applicant and a board of 

inquiry his been constituted to hold the disciplinary proceedings 

against the delinquent E.D. of'f'1j1 i,e, the applicant. 

We have heard the Submission of the ld Counsel for both 

the pa ties, perused records and Considered the facts and circum-

stances of the caSe. We find that the applicant has come before 

this I jbunal only against the put off duty order and in the 

meanti a charge memo has been issued, 	The charge-sheet could 

not be challenged by the applicant since it was issued after 

filing of this petition, the date of which is 4.6,97. We are, 

theref re, of the view that instead of keeping the matter pending, 

appropr1iate order Should be passed at the stage of admission 

hearing itself. 

ccordinq1y, the coplication is disposed or at this 

stage w th the direction that within 6 (sIx) months from the date 

of comm nication of this order, the respondents shall comolete the 
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di$cplinary proceeding instituted against him, if necessary. 

by ho ding day—to—day inquiry upto the stage of the f'inal order 

by th disciplinary authority. We direct the applicant to 

co—op r 8te with. the Said inquiry. If the applicant does not 

co—op r2te, the respondents, as per rules, Shall have the liberty 

to pr ceed ex—parte. Liberty is given to the applicant to approach 

this ribun8l, if he is aggrieved by the order to be passed by the 

respo dents. No order is passed as regards costs. 

(D. Pu kayastha 	 B.C. 3rm5  ) 
Ma er (J) 	 Member () 


