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The applicant was appointed as Extra Departments 

Branch Post Master on 14.11.84 , after observing the 

fomnalities and due process of law. He v.>as put off duty 

vj.e.f. 15,5^86 and a charge sheet was issued to the 

applicant vide Memo dated 10.11.87 received by him on 

14 .11 .87 . The enquiry proceeded which could not be 

concluded within 4 months and the enquiry report was 

submitted on 22 .4 .88 . :0n the basis ou the enquiry report 

the disciplinary euthoirity dismissed the' applicant from 

service vide order dfetfed 28.4 ,/27 ,5 ,88 , The aopeal filed

by the ^plicant was also rejected vide order dated 

30^3.89. :

2. The charge against the a:pplio?ant was in respect

of misappropriation of icertain amount and irregularities 

in the mat:er of deposit etc. Enquiry was conducted and
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the enquiry of-':icer ‘cancMed- Uie enquiry. The learned 

counsel fortlie applicc-int stremcpously contended that 

full', opportunity was not given to the applicant and the 

whole proceedings is v.itiated and violation of principles 

of natural justice Has been done. It was further cDntended 

that the procedute contained in G .C .S , Rules has not 

been complied with. ^It has been contended th^t a

persons should not be put off duty beeaus e the period

of enquiry lingered ;On and that is not a ground for 

setting aside the enquiry. Even the enquiry is not

concluded within 4 months both the parties can be

1
responsible. The. respondents were within their right.

The punishment has been said to be not commensurate 

with the charges. The Tribunal cannot interfere in 

the same. The applicant to approach the higher authori-fes ^ 

telling them that it was a case of irregularity end he 

was. not benefited. Obviously it is for the authorities

to consider the case of the applicant. We cannot 

interfere in the same and the application is dismissed.
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No orrier as to costs.
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