
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL LUCKI'iOW BEiMCH LUCKNOW 

original application NO: 479/2003. 

this, the l6th day of October 2003.

HON. MR. R.K. UPADHAYAlf MEMBER(A)

HON. SMT. MEERA CHHIBBER MEMBER(J)

Devendra Kumar Verma aged about 25 years S/o Late Sri

Krishna Verma, R/o Village.Jalalpur, Post Office-Jalalpur, 

Pargana-Paila, Tehsil—Gola Gokran Nath, District Lakhimpur 
Kheri.

...Applicant,
BY AdvocateShri Ra;jiv Dubey.

VERSUS

1 . The Union of India through the Secretary, Ministry 

of Postal Department, Government of India, New Delhi.

2. The Si^erintendent of Post Offices, Lakhimpur Division, 
Lakhimpur Kheri.

3. The Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, Gola 

Gokran Nath District Lakhimpur Kheri,

...Respondents.

BY Advocate Shri G.S. Sikarwar.
i#

URDER (ORAL)

By SMf. MEERA CHHIBBER MEMBER(J)

By this O.A,, the applicant has challenged the 

order dated 4,6,2003, by viiich the applicant has been placed 

under put o ff duty (Page-8 ),



Lesrned counsel of the.applicant stated that the impugned order 

dated 4 .6.2003 without assigning any reason : ^  applicant has been 

placed under put o ff from duty vAiich is illega l and arbitrary. In 

pursuance of the impugned order dated 4.6.2003 no charge sheet has b 

been issued to the applicant t i l l  date. On the contrary, on

9 . 6. 2003, ani< inspection was made by the respondent No. 3 and
•tM' ^

there is nothing^has been found against the applicant therefore, 

he has submitted that his put off from duty order shoiii be set aside.

2. Counsel for the re^ondents on the other hand submitted 

that the order of suspension is appaalable as Rule-10  of the 

Service Rules of ED Staff reads as under:-

"An employee may appeal against an order putting him o ff 
duty to the authority to which the authority passing the 
order regarding putting him o ff duty is  immediately supordinate?'

4iSince>the applicant has not filed  an appeal, therefore, this 
’ ' ' hot
O.A. at this stage is premature as he hs^exhausted the remedy

available to him in accordance with law. We have heard counsel 

for the parties and perused the pleadings as well. Coimsil for 

the applicant has admitted that against put o ff duty order, applicant 

has neither filed  a representation, nor appeal has been filed  to 

the authorities. Therefore, we are of the considered view, that 

this O.A. at this stage is premature. The same is accordingly dis­

missed. However, liberty is given to the applicant to prefer an 

appeal to the authorities against the order of put o ff duty by 

giving a ll  the facts within a period of 15 days from thedfete of 

receipt of copy of this order. Incase, applicant f i le -5 such ̂ appeal, 

competent authority shall decide the same by a reasoned and speaking 

order within a period of six weeks - Mo order as to costs.

MEIvIBER(M

LUCKKOW: DATED: 1 6 . 1 0 . 2 0 0 3 .


