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0 CENTRAL ADMINIS TRATIZE TRIBUNAL )
BTN ALLAHABAD BENCH,
CIRCUIT BiNCH,
TUCKNOW .
Reg. Na OA 172/1990 (L)
Gede Tev&'i Applicant
VS.
Union of Irdia & Others Respondents
21,5,90
Present:
No one is present for the applicant. However,
we have grused the file.
Admit. Issue notice to the respondents to file
their counter affidavit within six weeks of t he receipt
of thisgler with a copy to the applicant who may file a
rejoinde, if any, within two weeks thereafter. List
on 27.8&Mfor directions,
(D.K. Agarwal) (B.G Mathur) 2/ T
b’- Member & udl.) Vice-Chairman (A) (he
/-
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CENIxAL »IMINIS SANIVE TRIBUNAL

LUCKIUW BENCH

Joae No. 172/1990
G.35. Tewari Aoplicant
D.5. Chaubey Counsel for applicant
versus
+ Union of India & others Respondents.
Dr, Dinesh Chandra Counsel for Resgpondents,

Hon. Mr, Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.
N hon. Mr, A.B.Gorthi, Adm., Member,

(Hon. Mr, Justice U.C, Srivastava, V.C.)

fhe applicant was a Postman and was Chargesheeted
by.the Assistant Superimttendent of Polce Offices, West
sub-division, LuCknow vide Memorandum deted 11,11.86

the enguiry

h

An enjuiry officer was apoointeos t > hol
against the applicent and one Shri Swemi Dayal and

a joint enquiry proceedsd. l'he enquiry officer submit:-ed
his report holding that the charges sdzinst the sphlicant
were provea. Tfhe charge against thsz gpplicant was

lsaving office unauthorisedly during the working hours
and as:ociating himself with Swani Dayal in a wrong
nd inddscipline act at another post of:ice i.e,

Rajendranagar when Swami Dayal was beating Shri O.r.

with chappal
Bagua, Sub Post of-ice,4ajendranagar,/the apslicant

was also present at the spot as his colleggue. Going

through the enquiry report it is seen that the



o
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pisciplinary authority awarded the punishment

£ the aposlicant reducing the apolicant by 5 stages
from Rs 1070 to 970 in the time scale of pay of B 950~

1400 for a perkod of five. yzars with a further

girection that the applicant will not earn increment
of pay during the p=sriod of reducti-n and that on the
expiry of this period the reduction will not have

-ect of the postponing df his future increments of pay.

th

e

The aplicant filed eppeal before the Dircctor, Postal

Services which wes rejected and the penalty was confirmed.

2. On behaif of che gplicant it has been

contended that the order of punishment was violative of
principles of natural justice, unjust and no oppdrtunity
was given to the applicant. The resgpondents have

agmittea the position thet the enguiry report was not

furnished to ths applicant before awarding the punishment

3. I'he copy of the engquiry report was not furnished
to the applicant, and it is admitted fact by the
respédndents, the enguiry proceedings are vitiated on

this ground alone. Inthe case of Union of India vs.

Mohd, Ramgan Khan (AIR 1991 SC 471) it has been held

that non furnishing of the report of enquiry to the

delincuent itself vitiates the whole proceedings.
Accordingly, this application is allowed and the
appel. ate order dated 31.7.89 snd the punishment

order dated 30.12.88 ares quashed . However, this will
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not preclude the respordents to initizte the enquiry <

fmr

L~ . .
beyond the stage oﬁkenquirx giving the applicant a,b#>1‘§

OO ET ST oy .
= -

4 The application is disposed of with the above

directions, with no order asfo costs,
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‘ IN THE HON'BLE CENTRAL ATMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
¥ ‘.4 " K
ADDITIONAL BENCH ALLAHABAD ¥~
‘CIRCUIT BENCH,LUCKNOW.
Registration No. |72, of 1990(L),
<

G?rja Shanker Téﬁar* . ‘ 'Applécant.
vgrsus’
Un‘on of India and- others 'Respondents.
-==000=~~
~ k' ~COMPILATION - A
E CQPILATION - B
« .
/SV/F 119 (76)&7})396?\\“‘6?3 Cc'\D |
1 .’/ Applicant,

(D.s., ﬁhaube)

: Addocate,
Counsel for the appl<cant.

Dated: Lucknow,

m{é 1990,
1

(sprsnntin]

A
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In the Hon'ble Central Administrative Tribunal %‘/*'i

------------------------------------------- a.cl A .
Additional Bench Allahabad. ‘7— r
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Girja Shanker .
Tewari, —— . Applicant,

Versus,

Union of India
and others, —— v Respondents,

A S G B 2 s T . S e S i P s e Tl T o g s S0 BN I IS e S T A G e S S S S D M e et S S S0 St G

S1., N1, Particulars Page No,

S i v S . S S S S S S S G G P S St G o S JMS M e D G Do S Pum B T TS A e M T T M e ST s e G S

1, Application under Section 19 of the
Cehtral Administrative Tribunal
Act,

2 Punishmeut or der dated
30-12-1988 (Annexure-%),

3, Appellate order dated
31-7-1989 comrunicated on
15-12-1989 (#nnexure=2),-

3. Appeal dated 13-2-1989
Annexure-3),

4, Lnguwiry Report
(Annexurc-4),

e e L L T T o nin g e s P e T . B s 0 o

Lucknow: Dated:

Advocate, f
Coungsel for Applicant,
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IN THE HON'BLE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUWNAL,

ADDITIONAL BENCH ALLAHABAD

* CIRGUIT BENCH,LUCKNOW,

BBE

Registration No. 177  of 1990(L),

Girja Bhanker Tewari, aged about 48 years,
son of late Sri Ganga Prasad Tewars,
Postman, Aminabad Park Post Office,

Lucknow,

cee Applicant,
versus

1. Un‘on of India through the Director,

Postal Services, Lucknow Reg‘on, Lucknow,

2.8enfor Superintendent of Post Offi ces,

Lucknow Division, Lucknow,

3. Assistant Superintendent of Post Off*oés,
West Sub Division, Lucknow,

oo Respondents,

====000=-~=

2 O T O
_ Applv ca.nt

Dated. Lucknow,

[€5 (D S. Ghaube)
i 1990, Advoaafe

Counsel. for the’ 1+ cant,
Yﬁ%ﬁf’v\h@'{x PP
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Girja Shanker Tewari, aged about 48 years,Son of Late Shri
Ganga Prasad Tewari, Postman, Aminabad Park Post 0ffice,

Lucknov, i

—— Appll Cant .
Versus.

1. TUnion of India through the Direcror, Postal Services,
' Lucknow Region, Lucknow,

2, Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Lucknow
Division, Lucknow,

3, Assistant Superintendent of Post O0ffices, dest

Sub-division, Luclmo®,

~ ——— Resgpondents,

(1) ~Particulars of the order against which

o —— DA D D sy W G S s S G i . S GO S D G U S T G S S

The_application is against the following or ders,

(1) Appellate order dated 31-7-1989
No ,ROL/App.125/89/13,

(2). Date: 31-7-1989 communicated on 16-12-1989

by letter dated 15-12-1989,

(3). Passed by the Director, Fostal Services Lucknow
Region, Lucknow,

(4). Subject in brief: By umeans of'ﬁhis order, the appeal
filed bythe applicant against the
punishument order dated .30-12-1988 to

“reduce salary by five siages was
rejected by the Director, Postal

Services, Lko.Begion, Lucknow,




v

(3).

(4).

Y oy

The applicant declares that the subject matter of the
order sgainst which he vants redressal mf is within the

jurisdiction of thelribunal,

Limitat ion,

. — . G T S S - .

The applicant further declares that the applicant
is within the limitation prescribed in section 21 of the

Agministrative Tribunal Act, 1985,

S e S P g 3o SOV G S S S v S . T P G e, T e e e S Gy 200 TS g S G e G U NS R0 iy S

1, That the applicant is holding the post of
Postman under the respondents. He was charge-sheeted by
order of respondent No,3 contained in mamorandum No ,B/Gen/

Discp/86=-87 dated 11-11-1986,

2. That t he petitioner furnished his written
statement ma thereafter enguiry was conducted by Shri
Ram Lal Prasad, Enquiry Officer who submitted his enguiry

report on 1-12-1088,

3. That the enquiry report was not disclosed
nor given to t he applicant before the punishment order
passed an(d a copy mf thereof was given only by the letter

dateqg 18~-1-1989 on demand made by the applicant,

\@\% P /0‘533?&;



&, That after submission of the enquiry report,
the applicant vas given punishment by the respondent
No.2 vide order dated 30-12-1988 by_meansof which the salary
of applicant was reduced by five stages from Bsi900/- to
pe,825/- in the time scale of pay of Ds.825-1200/~ for a
¥ period of five years with effect from 1-2-198¢ with the
directions that he will not earn increments of pay during
the period of reduction and that on the expiry of this
period, the reduction will have the effect of postponing
future increments. A true copy of bunishment order i4s

enclosed as #nnexure-1 to this application,

5, fThat the applicant filed appeal on 13-2-1989
against the oxder of punishment which was not properly

considered and rejected on 31-7-1989 by the Director,

L

of postal services and the rejectionwas communicated by
the letter dated 15-12-1989 of Senior Superintenﬁent of
Post Office, Luclnuw Division., 4 true copy of rejection

order is eaclosed as Annexure-2 to this application.,

6. That the disciplinary proceeding against the
applicant was initially instituted by the Seuior
Superintendent of Post Office, respoadent No.2 vide

his order coataiaed in memorandum ﬂo.FX/Discp-24/86—

27 dated 6-10-1986 hut subseyuently this power was
exercised by the respoadent No.3 vide his No.Gen/Discp/
86-87 dated 3-6-1987. The enquiry repori was also

| @5 2 m\&w&

-
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directly submitted to the respoud:nt No,2 who pass the
punishuent order in violation of llule 14 (21) (a) and ule 18
ofCentral Civil Servioces {Classificatign, Control and

Appeal) Hules 1963,

7. That the applicant in his ap.eal dated

=4 13-2-1989 furnishecd details to show his innocence and alsé
a illegality committed in conducting disciplinay proceeding
and imposition of punishment but no proper consideration

to this application,

8. That the applicant has heen held guilty on
pere surmises and witbout projer evidence in ﬁhe enquiry
report which was accepted by the punishing autbority in
L ‘ mechanical maener, Neither the enquiry repoét nor the
comments furnished by respondent No.3 vwere d%sclosed to
I

the applicant nor opportunity to defend his cause vias

given before imposition of punishpent, A true copy of

tion,

9. “hat the charges have been deemed substintioted
against the applicant with predetermined mind and witbout
any proper evidencc and the enquiry officer as well as *

punishing authority failed to take notice of this important




A

material that t he gtatement of witnesses ere self coatradictory.

5y Grounds for relief with legal provisions.

P Lok

¢ (1) That the order of punishment 1s non-speaking in

as muches the enquiry report was neither disclosed nor the

same was made part of punishwent order.

(2). That t he order of punishment 1s violative to the

-

4

principle of natural justice in as much as the applicant

was not given opportunity to make representation against

the enquiry report as well as the oomuments furnished by

respondent No.3.

(3) That t he order of punisuuent 1s without

jurisdiction in as much as the respondent No.2 was not

- comgetent to exercise the power oi disciplinary authority
in a proceeding instituted by another disciplinary

authority.

(43 That the applicen. has been furnished on the
basis of charge-sheet which jtself is bad in lav as no

rule 62 as mentioned in the 2nd charge exist im P & T.

i Manual, Volume-II,

(5) fhat the findings are based of contradictory

and unreliable statements of Shri O0.P, Banga and Shri

Kashi Ranm,

PO ponsSa
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(6).

(e). That alhough, the appellate autbority came
to the conclusion thatthe applicant cannot be held guilty
for leaving the office without permission,yct the punish-

ment earlier imposed was upheld,

(7). That the finding of the appellate authority
in respect of charges is also based on the councocted

version and the same could not get proper appreciation,

8). That the punishment of reduction in salary
imposed with t he direction that t he applicant will not
earn increments during the period éf reduction and at the
same time to direct that t he reduction will have the
effect of postpohing future increments are contradictory

and violative to t he doctrine of double jeopardy,

The applicant declares that he has availed
of all theremedies available to him under the rules.
He may appeal on 13-2-1989 contained in Annexure-3 of the
application which was rejected by order dated 31~7-1989

communicated on 15-12-1989 contained in Annexure-2 to the

application,

(- ‘ NS e d
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(7). Matters not previously field or pending with

o 4om. S s e e s 408 R S St e e W S G et o ot e S s e e i o s Sl g e e 5 - — - .

The apglicant further declares that he had

not previously filed any application, writ petition or

\

suit regarding the matter in respect of which this

0
application has been made, before any court or any other
authority or any other Bench of the Tribunal nor anysuch

~ application, writ petition or suit is pending before

any of them,

8). Brief Sought:

In view of the facts mentioned in paragraph 5 and 6

above, the applicant prayes forthe following relief:-

to quash the impugned order of punishment dated
30-12-1988 contained in Annexure-i and appellate
order dated 31-7-1989 contained in Annexure-2

with consequential full benefits,

(9). Interim order prayer:

Pending final decision of the application, the
applicant seeks issue of .the following interim orders:-

to sﬁay the operation of impugned order of

punishment dated 30-12-1988 contained in Annexure-1

and appellate order dated 31-7-1989 contained in

Annexure-2 to t he application,

Ao
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(10).

(11).

(12).-

(1), No, of postal order:  02-408705

(2). Name of Fost Offices Aminabad Park, Lucknow,

(3). Date of issue of a
postel oréer, 27-3-1990,

(4), Post Dffice at
which payable,

List of Enclosures,

(1). Punishment order dated 30-12-1988.

(2). Appellate order dated 31-7-1889 served upon
the appligation on 16-12-1989,

(3., Appeal,

(4) Enquiry report.

VERIFI CATI ON

1, Girja Shanker Tewari, aged about 48 years, Son
of Late Shri Gan.a Prasad Tewari, Postman, Aminabad Yark
Post Office, Lucknow do hereby verify that the cohtents
of paras ( -b: [Z/—are true t o my personal knovwledge
and belief and that I have not suppressed any umaterial

facts.

Lucknow ¢ Dated: | @W ymﬁ%

Signature of the applicant,
May Lé;, 1990.



In $he Hon'ble Central Administrative iribunal,: allahapad
Circit Bench Lucknov.
Aomliertion leglairagion No. , vl 1990,
|
Girja Shanker Tewari Petitvioner
J Vergus
"T
H
~
Sirvector of Pogiual Jov v,..,uu )
LucliioV el on 2.ad CGLeld vos.Pooles.
Ar:elIora D 0. ﬂ_
Department of Posts.
Office of the Sr.Supdt. of Post Offices
¥ Lucknow Div isdon Lucknow,
liemo no. RX/Hisc.-24/Ch. J.I/do-”‘] dated at Iw. 30.12,1938.
“,} Shri Girza Shanker Dewdri,Poginan was served
P with a charge sheet under Rule 14 of CCS {CCA) Rules 1965

under ASPOs {VWest) Lucknow memo no.B/Geni/Discpl./86-87
dated 11.11,86. The charges according to the s2id memo

levelled against Shri Girza Sharker “ewari,Postman are

as underd—

7 ﬁwr rrsT Tarod, qﬁaﬂ arata faars waiAY
,(}”v TITETT yFsTayy 4 9 9x ard 5 @ Rars 95%7'_?86

-

cf}v P UTAT=E 3030 oty jaTg eF Ry & ary 5.3 ¥ o
\;ﬁ >2<f g\‘)r THT S9ST 89T ® o TemETd rsT 9T T oFTTc‘:T T B

AP FTHFH Y § Working hours § T aET aTdTE slgac

T =arft @ars FoardT oecin, arata TosTa T T
FEETERTT ITIGIIX UTHE 71wd € FrTTeH T o1 5
arer Tegr wd 4T NoyTostar I9STEqTH TTFEANT, 18

PP s
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T8 &T & Q. T dET (draweTy FReTaET 1964
¥ . AT ‘
; 4Gos (Condgpt) Rules 1964, § ¥ Tza Sgly gl o7 I&ETH

> TET |

Shri wsau Lel rrasad was ayointed as tnquiry

Officer vide 4SPOs {Vest),Lucknow :iiemo no.s/Genl/Disc./

.

86~-87 d=ted 11.11.86 %o nold enguiry agaiﬂgu Shri pwani
Dayal Lewari and Shri Girza Shan?e“_?ewari in & coumon
proceedings under Hule 18 of €3 (CCA) Rules 1965. Lhe
enquiries were staried on 27.2.1587 aﬁd_were comvleted on
13.3.ug. 22e accused oulrici ls cﬁangd tiwir dere.ce noaines
Spolyiag Celeyin: tecties in holc . eggaizi&s vy es_uivy
officer as steted by L.oo. in vera 2 of page 2 of encuiry
Tewort. In the en;uiﬁj report 2% noge 10 1l eiguiring
oZlicer nfg caterorictlly stated 4o 4 shri Lwaps xXya
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o
i
f~te
'3

p 07 “he Govi.gervont ond such thinng are 21loved to
continue checicd. I am af’airved the ad.'i; ;sf“”two*1<m._ not
< be erlecsvely Tun ol Vorl Jiow the subordintite stuii cen
nos be tuien.
{ ] Altao1gg §hri Firza wnonkel YewWarl deserve éévers

2 nishneat ad deserve dlsiissal yeb takins linent view

herd days 1t has been decifed $hat $uri Girza Shankter Jeweri
should ve reduced W & a7 of s, 970/~ for a poriod
L5 years w.e.o. 1.%5.89.

Ii is tuevelore orcdered tnns d.e paj af shri Girsz

nanker Tewari should
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//’ to 3. 970/- in the time scale of pay . 950-20-1150-2B-25-
1400/~ for a period of 5 years w.e.f, 1.3,89, It is further
directed that Shri Girza Shanker Mewari Will not earn incre-

ments of pay during the period of reduction and that o. the

(i;§6\3$16>y7~2r82§§?K:S)
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expiry of this period the reduction will not have

effect of the postponing of his future increments of

[

Wy

sd/~-8r.Supd t.of Post Offices,

Tucknow Dn. ,Lucknow-228003,

The orficial concerncd.

The Zets 0i the oificial.,
dhe Gewe 2lele 0i he afiicizle.

Punisment resister.

TVgilnce stat.

e Sre. Poule Chovle BO Lucknow with two

snare covnies.
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0f the GUs {uonduct) .-.oles 1504. 4ne wev. SrTer

ConGUC sl Oxel Gaouicics as —e.uived _n tae rules neld

the chsroes ¢8 proved im als e ulry renort dated

1.12.88. ‘e disciplinery authority, S3P0s Lucknow

empovwered Lo impose ma jor penalty, teking all agpects of
Y :
the case into consideration awerded the aforesaid penalty
~/ vide memo dated 30.12.88 with lenient view compared %o th
gravity of the charge.
-~ v

R I have carefully gone through the cantents

of the ajpeal =and have weighed the arguments with

refe;ence tothe memo of charges,punishment order and the

disciplinary file and have noticed as under:-

(i) The charge of unauthorised absence has been

argued o be incom;lete and therefore invalid as it has

A

. been supooried b; & non existent rule 62 oI rul Bl
-J. =
Vol.II. The argument in the present yorm is not

adnissible as the rule originaly belongs %o 0Ld volume

II. The eatire chopter II conteinin: discipline rules

L o 11 to 109 hsve bee. Geleted fdom the new edition
\Sj)b ' i Tol. i7end incowrmoreiald ‘rn Vol.iIi.Therefore, it
P mekes 1o dillere.ce S0 Yo ©f tue ConCepl OX Tae Caprge
I8 concuvozd. Lub o~ L0 nov agree Woud toe ALSClpliaxy

L. by LN -
iived S0 sit

-




i¢ly ©ill close oxX the or.ice after nis weilvery Vork

is over. Whe appellont cunnot therefore be chrarped Lor

violatlon of rule 132 of P&l iian.Vol.II/Vol.III.
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of Shri Swanil Layel —cvorl Li TG.e assoultb.

4, I generelly vind t.e chorge isg esgtoclisaed. I

(%3

TSR} '

enree With ne Alge Hlingry suthority thaet if indiscisline

te such an exve:t ig allcowed to continue or let go
Jnchecked oad un.oticed it will be éifficurt to run the

puﬁlic Work il Cu.inister e:fectivel(. axéh tyoes of
Ccontuct don't deserve any le.iency and should uve .oticed
vith eXeiplory st.icuness. uhe conduct, thus, Gescrved
nore serlous punishieat. Since thie disclplinery aubtzority
hes alreedyjtaken & lenlent view, I don't wish to
interfere in the venslty. ‘

5 1, therefore, hereby rejecﬁ the appeal of the
@ppellent and condira the penalty alresady imposed on him

by Sngs Lucknow memo referred to above,

4 Sd/- BcPoSingh
Director Postal Services,

Luckrow RegionsLucknow-226007,
f ;
. |
A/) Copy

/,:j' ' N JE I S
Cyj/ ,Léﬁﬁgl The official concarned.

~4: SSP0s Lucknow.

, ﬂ{JJ ‘
IR v&/'5-6.' Office Copy and spare.

-
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5.

Dpptt. of Posts.

From:
Sr. Supdt. of Post Office
Tuknow Division. |
To,

Sri Girja Shanker Tewari,
Post man, sninabad Parlt
Lucknow. - e

No. Fx/Misc.24/Loose/86 87 dated 15.12.89.

Subjects Decision of Appeal of 13. 2.89.

The b.P. S. Lucknow B.egion ,Luckmw MEAO NO.

PD/APP-1 26/89/13 or 31 7.89 is sen‘b h/v:. Please

e s

aeknowledge the report of thé same.

sd/=Sr.Supdt.of Post Office
‘Lucknow Division:

-
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IN THE HON'BLE CENIRAL AMTNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ADDITIONAL BENGH ALLAHAdAD
GIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKNOW,

Registration No. \#Y  of 1990(L).

-1

Girja Shanker Tewar’ ... Applicant.
versus
Un‘on of Ind;a and others ; Respondents,
amng(o=~=
GOUPITATION = B
S.Ho. Ea.rm.l.arﬁ_ Bage No. Annexzure no
1. e tﬁpeal £41ed by (=9 2
e applicant aga’nst

the punfshment order.
2. Enquiry report. U Ansewna W) 8 ~‘? 4

Se Vakalatnama, -

Do
Dated Lucknow, (D S. Chaube)

- é Advocate,.
Apr»l 1990, Counsel for the appl-cant
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In the Hon'ble Central wduinistrative Tribunal ,tﬂ.ldﬂubad

Gircit Bench LuCikinowWe.

Application Registration lio.|{}2L~ of 199.

Girja Shenkar Tewari Petitioner
Vergus
Director of Postal sHervices -~ |
Opp.rariiese.

Lucknow siegion & otners

Annexure no '.5

The Director of Postal Yervices.

Luc.:now .legilon,liucknowv.
{ “hrour ga Broper Chénnel)

Subjecis dppeal against punisnuent exeexr- of
‘reductlion in stage of pay vide z3Pls
Lucinow ko rafiisc,=-24/Cu-1I/06-87
dated 30.12.1888,

-esnected Sir,

s N

The anplictnl begs to submii an appeal asainst tae
2foresald’ )"L.I‘laux.-el’l'i' and  opes thot Zustice will be done by

T2 a.0ve priisaent on ble grounds adduced by

1 . EEN Sy e ~ et
the appella.t i. {he Tfollowisg paras,for cousideraiion,

1. she apprelladt wes c.rrge saected wi el ¥ .ole 14 of

N R ] - ’ . .-
w8 {GL w A) ules 1955 oy adrUs {.ost) Iaciiow vice his

~

*o.f/ renl./Dis J/C06-0T dcted 11,.11.1385, 4 enouivy
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oruicer enguired ianlo vac chor_os w.d smuiuiﬁed_t‘ae
en. uiry re-oxi z;o;‘ To L dilgenlincry o 'th01“iﬁ;r out to
e nuaighing ~ubhority ,%he J3P0s Tuck ot direc 61y
violatins o 2¢ procedure conve Lngd in ule 14{%) axd
icaovdag vuls 1402, (2) Zroa dhe procecural pruvis ons

convenin da rade 14 02 Guo(uuws) au ,Les, 1905, .he

e

o ¥ anyellaoat Is alraid th-t the punishiin, authority the surOs

- . . s J DU v 3 2y
Luck ocv in his tuwn, assuning

e)

oiers, not conferred by rule

14(21)(a) or rule 15 or 18 of Cos(Liaa) rules 1965, passed
the orders of venalty of recduction by 5 stages i thout
opinion of the disc.plinary. authority required nendatorily
Y uader rule 14{21) (a) “bove, Wwhile %he digciplinary uth =

ority ned the povers,

i

2. - The zpoellant begs to submit that a government

- servant, in essence, ig at the Bleasure of the appointimgs

a

‘uthority with bare cloair of procedure left for his

rotection in statubte books and if that bzore cloak is
taken, the situation would be callus, If the procedure
,/{9/ is violated the peril of bias exists and Justlce bereft of

//bﬁus, as in this case, cammot be eXpeChed.

Je fhe charge shecet 2gaingt the appellant is in

Hindi ag typed in the punishwant order coniained in Sg8P0s

nemo Ho. H/disce24/Ch-11/86-87 azteq 30.12,1988, e

(Do o '9%‘5‘ 8
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enquiry report was Teceive

ar n dated 11.1.192
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0f 9.7.86 and _resence ox
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by the a-pellant.

4

‘nied ho the ohsence of the

rove.netveen 9,50 and H.50 ail.

at the place of

rele, ag Cooperator and Wiaen

o3 e
S
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tnd 3{i) (i7i) of CU8 {(G.nduct) - -lcn, 1964, the e is mno
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dbékg\ the codified rule,
Tet %he non-a)plication of mind on the pert or %

Qg»‘a\
qj??

WwPooiglilre 00T o Vew. LCG ¢ urloe Jag Clanie

refer to onlv ~bs: ce wnéder rule 62 of » . U autl Jol.
TDLus e 2 does not w0t Lo Jolull. Ln et chaclter

CN s LLal@ 005 Jold —CeU. 3 LaUa ¢0leaa 10., <0,

AT . . e = e .
P Y VRGPS & & U VIR UUS G S VI b-“;,.ud oS Weuse e s UL UL L)J
w47 - R PN T R : T e eyt e e . -
ralc O- of Jol.IL vinile L. loss 06 eulist Ghoo aud
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XILUS 1 . .. 4 wEnucl bia, G Can 2 liseld Is fiwvelid.
am " A, a4 v o : " L Stnve.nston € Secur ony
RIS B e;_), oL 1 6. I'e LJOeN Ll Lnde.lelon 2 53¢ uwe <y

ES

. mam 2 M oy A B S ~ H + R S L I S e
DURLTATIENT o0 207 LoD elCC)NT mwSe. 2, vl llicipnllialry

R 5.

LABliowity o ule nove woscd TLOST Cal. 38 0. T roplicte

orovigion Wit . tie vo.ucacwy .wule (1, (iii) a.d not only

on rule 02 oi ¥ o L wuaula VOlelas, WRLG.. L0 LoCY Guss not

punishment Zox the in sbseuce of or on faliwre of Ihe
codified rule tlhe charge ca=noi siand on the ne.—e surens b

of conduct rule Lo ve used to0 support t.e viclation of

Uis

lesrned enuiry authority to find out what in the real

che

\J

wge s 2ad wiether 1 can be susteined or not in

v .ew of al0've submnissions as well as tiigeraple failure

on tie part of learned punishing authority on the above



k4 | -5
subjéct, resulted in grave _njustice to the appellant by
way of such a grave penzlty.

6o So far ag evidence adduced %o support the &bove

invalid charge is concerned, although irrelevant on issue

of absence, the letteds of Shri C.P. Banga, the SPH Rajin-

dra liagar hinself dated 10.7.86 to Pi., dated 15.7.86 %o

1\ T  the S8P0s (Est.2) statement dated 8.8. Sb.m@j be compeared
_
to £ind out whether there is relieble éonsistency.
In tne Is%t. one'a)&oll nt's nmme is not ftoere, in ‘
misbehaving, in tae second the gpyellact is stated o
have been standing atb doox slep, while in the stateuent
\7‘ the appellant has been stated as to:ing out uri Swami
bDeyel spying that the work is done. Such eviderce is not
adnissible to base 2 punishment,
4
! T © Yet the et of wRliing bva; Dayal by hond apd

utiein; the aligged words do not -.nd & sepntion in tne

o

rarge satet tnd nence tiese Twucts 2re ivvelevast for the

’
2

cUs centioned in Vie charje sleet, are to be estaiulished
cogeant, concrete,alilie ¢.C Gefinite independent

1

ideace qd mot the facts -ientioned in the evidence of %he

J%Qcomplcﬁﬂeab imsels who gove fhree ¢ fierens occounts in
resyect ox one incldest to unich Le wes 2 party but not

e win dle ou isLue 00X Luse:.Ce.

Ve e Eppellolt .S anl'eld YU suwadle Thut Liviough

Wng: %\8
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contoin the findincg, not on the real charge

-7

fhe chonrLe ..o Si.uple aae Llola taat vie apelliot was
absent from dab, befween .30 and 5.30 Adde on 9.7.00
contravenin: rule 62 oi ULL .2nul Vol.lL and rule

S(1)(i21) or SC8 (Conduet) sule 1964, lothin: oxg

e
e 3

more c~n be imported into i or nressed with irrelevan
and ingdaigsible evide;ce.vAgd ag the charge issell is
invalid for the reason thet rule o2 e..ists in Vol.IIl
and not in Vol.ii the punis wment is invalid and procedure
irceguler as suggested in para 1 above.

Therefore, the esppellant begs your honouf to set

oside the punishent with justice due.

'iours faithfully,

+2.1989. sd/-Girja Sharkar Tewari, -
Postman s A=FPark,Lucknowe.
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Departmat of Posts.

From,
Senior Supdt. af Post fon.ce,
Lucknw Division. - -
To,
Sri Girja Shankar Tewrei,
‘{ Post man Aminabad, ‘
‘ Lmknoﬁo

(2) Swemi Dayal Tewari,
T Postman &minabad,
Lucknove.

No. Camp./Misc. 24/QHO/I.K0. at. 18.1.89.
Subaect. Supply: of copy of enquiry report. ’

\ Ref:  Yowr Appllcatlon dt. 11.1.89.
X " |
As desired a photosta‘b coPy of enqu:l.ry report
subm:.tted by Sri Ram Lal Prasad B.O. in (ﬁ.i.) eleven
pages in Beﬁt toyou. ) )

8d/- Senior Supdt.of Post Office

N\ £
b -
' 0})’\(3(1 z;*/;/a*'ﬂ\@,‘\C3 Lucknow Division,

3



LA

NI _f
T A A ST SIS R N TGN S e EXC /AR
0/\9\90—\“&\% A A=y,

(4] adtarez |
Ve SRy T AT

Aarest IE :_
WIS |
aad G
CEIL] affardt ( twansse )
gE o aq et # avo te do

. TV FIT for@ gagar § swdt he & s SW?’ =2 ‘—EQ&\;\@

: o T
%@ ST @\ﬂ qga?;g:

P S P, o, S, g,

« ) T qqAT AR fagea ek sfen (swIR) WA § sk fad
% 3 JE B @ gEgm ¥ awg WgIEy Y JqA1 W qHA
(f ; Y @ §5 4T § Taragt gAY 77 @ wf awg afew
\){é E ) wardldE @ gnd e @ ferdt i wod o sww agE
‘g P : T AT YUEATT T THRATH AT FAT A FrwraA gwrd SR
(i Ei ) ¥gm T AR FEATeTT § TfEd F AR aqhw FE OV GHLAT
(B o - -
( BT i ) 9519 AT WE AT AR X q A @ Faast (wdwmadr)
(g; E E:% : afes fear gon uar wwd @1 gar geaET gEw ( #cataaﬂ)
)

W %3 a1 qu fagea wi-awia agiza qo @ v ag
A FTIATE AR qANT TR E AT ER F ag W w@dww
wTan g f gT duit o7 w@d @ fedt aad dwE @ Awan @m
TIT PFAT AN GIE W uw awE WY fawrs d@er @
WA g gust fardgrd A aWw oz a@ gnit gafag ag
aFaa fag fan gmor ) e ana o ow

A
C?s.
(

{

(

{

- EFHT&TM
| W LD:{‘TD?:J?& FOKQ[)
W aeft (wxig)”

W ¢

aaras | qEAT | O qq ¢ &C{éf;



3

IN THE CENTRAL ADAINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT ALLAHABADM iéf?

CIRCUIT BENCH,LUCKNOL,

&

4 asc.amLmaTion vo.___ MR OF 1991, (L,

On behalf Respondento,
In
Cese No. B.AcNo.172 of 1990 (L)
Girja ShAnkeT TIMATI cececceseessscoscscnsessonosossssApplicants
vormwe <
Union of India & OtheXs cecerecssscrcscscessencsssssoROspondents,

APPLICATION IFOR _CONDONATICN OF DELAY

The respondents respectfully beg to submit ao undsr s- e C\
1. That the Counter-affidavit on behalf of the reepondents could
not be filed within the time allotted by the Hon'ble Tribunal
on account of the fact that after receipt of the parawise
comments from the respondanta, the dreft reply.was aent to the
department for vetting. - |
b}e}n‘(& That f;he approved Counter-affidavit has boen received and is being

filed without any furthsr loss of tine.

3&3 3 Thet ths delay in filing the Counter-affidevit is bonafide and

)

2l not dalibarate and is liable to be condoned;
WHEREFORE, 1t is preyod that the delay in filing the Counter-
affidavit may be condoned and the oame mey be brought on record for

vhich the respondents shall ever remain grateful as in duty bound,

Lucknou, ) < ) o \,

Detedy “£~1_g, (Or.Dinesh Chandra )

éwmol for the Respondents,
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IN THZ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT ALLAHABAD

CIRCUEé/BENCH LUCKN D

COUNTER AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALFE OF ALﬁkTHE“‘~_w

RESPONDENTS. \
\
\\_/
In

0.A. No 172 of 1990(L )

Girja Shankar Timariﬂ000o'.a.'l..o...'t...o.c..ouooo. Applicant

Versus
. . d
Union of India and OtherSesecssseccrssocscasseensscses RESpONdEnts \
iJ
(4
W W .
\
D /
I,oc-occ-o. . oo%"o\%oo;oo-o}:’\ooc-.ocoooo. aged aboutsyyeé,l

Sbn DF.'C.-0000000l.00600¢'00 € 0 400000006003 00000000000s00000essRsER

Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Lucknow do hereby solemnly affir

and gtate as under ge

1a That the deponant hes read the application filed by Shri Girija
Shankar Tiwari and has understood the contents thereof.

2, That the deponant is well crnversant with the facts of the case
deposed hereinafter and is filing this counter=affidafrdt on behalf

of all the respondents.,

.

3. That §t will be worth-while to give the brief history of the

case as unter gw

BRIEF HISTORY OF THE CASE
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BRIEF HISTORY OF THE CASE

The applicant Shri Girija Shankar, Tiweri, Postman was

served with a charge-sheet under Rule 14 of the CCS (CC&R )

Rules, 1965. The charges levelled againet the appliecant are
\

cnontained in Annexure R~1. Shri Ram Lal Prasag\was appointed

. !

D wesapooircedas inquiry officer to hold inquiry ageinst
Shri Swami Dayal Tiwari and the applicant in common proceed-
ings under Rule 18 of CCS (CC&A ) Rules, 1965. The inquiry
was completed on 13.9.1988 in which the charﬁes against the
applicant were found prcved. After perusal of the inquiry
report and other connected pecords the applicant was swarded
the punishment of reduction of § stages from Re 1070/- to
Rs 870/= in the time scale of Rs 950-20-1150-E6-25-14C0

of for a period of 5 years wef 1.3.1989'with furgher directions

that applicant will not earn increments of pay during the

period of reduction and that on expiry of this period the

recducticn will not have effect of postponing his future

increments of pay. Agarieved by the punishment ofder

the applicant preferred an appeal to the Directoer of Postal
Services Lucknow Repion, Lucknow which was rejected and
the penalty imposed on him was confirmed. The applicent
has now filed the present application before this Hoenfble

Tribunal for ouashing the impunged order of punichment
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dated 30,12,1988 znd eppellate order dated 31, 7.19€9,

PARAWISE COMMENTS

by~ That the contente of parss 1 to 3 need no comments,
5, That the contents of parss 4,1 and 4.2 are admitted.
b That the contents of para 4.3 arc admitted. However, it

is informed that there were no instructions at that time to supply

a copy of inquiry report to the delinquent official before awsrding

punishment,
T That t he contents of para 4,4 are admitted.
8. That in reply to pere 4.5 it is stated that the ordersef

punishment were passed after teking intc consicderation the inguiry
report end the eelevant docurents, ¥he apnellate authority vii
Director of Postsl Services re jected the apéeal filed by the
applicant ageinst the order of punishment.

9. That the contents of pera 4.6 need no comments. It is,
however, submitted that the Semior Superintendent of Post Offices
passad the order of punishment in exercise of powers conferred
upon him undar CCS (CC&A ) Rules, 1965, vide Memo No FX/MISC-24/
86-87 datec 3/6~10-86. Senior Superintendent of Post Dffices,

Lucknow Division, who is the respondent No 2 in the present petition

be
was mentioned to kxke th- disciplinary authority in common proceedings

under the provisions of Rule 18 of CCS fCC&A) Rules, 1955. The

Asstt Supdt of Post Offices vide his Memo No B/Genl/discy/86-87
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jhitisted the disciplinzry proceedincs against the applicant
under Rule 14 of tﬁe ccs (CC&A ) Rules, 1965 being the competent
authority and he submitted the inguiry report to the Senior
Superintendent of Post Offices, Lucknow for taking disciplinary
action. There is nothing irregular or inviolation of the
nrovisions of CCS(CC&A ) Rules, 1965,

13, That comments on "Ground for relief" as indicated in

various sub-parze of para S are furniched below in seriatems-

g.; end - Contents denied. The punishment was based

8xZ on the inquiry report and all the related documents,

A copy of the inguiry report was not furnished tc the
applicant befors awarding the punishment till that dzte

as there were no instructions from the department for
supplying a copy of the inquiry report to the delinguent
emp loyee,

5.3 - Contents denied. The punishment order was passed by
the ccmpétent authority. The post of Senior Supzrintendent
of Post Offices is higher than that of the Asstt Superinten-
dent of Post Offices,

5.4 - in the charge~sheet Rule 62 Yolume II of P & T Manual
w-as inadvertantly mentioned instead of Rule 62 Volume‘iz;
It was typographical mistake and does not chenge ths naturs

of tha Rule applicable to the present cases

.'."5
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5(5) - Contents denied. Findings oF the inquirv report arebased
on the entire evidence - documentary as well as oral - produced

before the inquirydme officser.
5(6) - Ne:d no comments.,

5(7) - The decision of the appellate suihority was based on the

contents of the inguiry report and the documents connected "

—

with the disciplinary proceedings,

5(8) — Tha doctrine nof double jeopardy is not appliceble to

+he punishment awarded to the ppplicant.
14, That ths contents of para 6 and 7 need no comments
15, That in view of the submissions mace in the above paragrachs the
relicz® sought for in para 8 and the interim order prayed for in para 9
are nci admissil:le. The applicabion lacks merit and is l#able to be
dismissed with costs.

That the ccntents of pearas 10 %o 12 need no comments,

0
. e ,b\)\ﬁ
qﬂd‘ 3 ) ‘: b
Sco.‘& $0?9“‘\> :
poW
we
Lucknou (DepBnant )
T4 FAIF, AFIT, ATAH
Datads (6 7 i Senior Supu‘.:,'n'f Post Offices
. ( Luckuow Divizsion-276007

.......6
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VERIFICATION
1, the above namsd deponznt do hereby verify that the
contents of para |e.)l3~of this affidavit are true to my personal
knouwledge and those of paras 3 to 14 are believed by me toc be
true besed on records and as per lecal advies of my counsel. That
rothing material facts has been ccncealed and no part ef it is false,
be 8o hels me God,

Signed and verified this tre (&0 day of oAy 1999

within the court compound at Lucknow.

Lucknou (Depuk:

g4 AIAT, SrFTT, TGAR
Senior Supdt, of Cost Offices
Lucknow Division-226007

I, identify the deponant who

has sioned before me,

). Q%

Advocate
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BEFORE THZ HON'BLE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN!
CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKN(W,

Bejoinder-affidavit to the coufifer
affidayit filed on bebalf of the
reponseutbs.
in re:
Originad Applicabion No. 172 of 1990(L).
Fred
*%f@P*A*ﬁzii—J
y
(;?? | é@)J}7 Girja Shanker Tewari ... Applicent,
| Q versus
oS Urion of India and others Opposgite-parties
C{g'\\\\ a

~==000=~~
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1, Girja Shanker Tewari, aged
about 50 years, son of late Sri Ganga Prasad
Tewari, Postman, Aminabad Park Post Office,
Lucknow, do hereby solemaly affirm and state

on oath as under:~

1. That the deponent above named 1is
the applicant himsglf in the aforesaid Original
Application and, as such, he is fully conversant

with the facts of the case deposed to -
hereunder. e

24 That the deponent has gone through

the counter-affidavit filed on behalf of

the opposite parties and has understood the
Y contents thereof, parafiise reply whereof is

being furnished hereunder.

3e That the contents of paragraphs
1 and 2 of the coumter-affidavit need no

reply.

4, That the contents of paragraph 3
of the counter-affidavit are not admitted
as stated, The charge-sheet on the basis of
which the deponent was punished is bad in
_ %{le eyes of law and the findings are based on
. (?;55& ontradictory and unreliable statements. The

mmﬂgﬂ\ order of punishment is non-speaking inasmuch
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as the encuiry report was neitiher disclosed nov t he sare

A— A
was rade part of t be punishment oraer, Poeepcer ot

The order of punis _ent is also violative

to the pri.ciple of aatural justice besides having been

Leen passed by incompetent athority.

5e That the contents of pearagraph 4 of the
ecunter affidavit do not dispute the avermenss aade in
paragraphs 1 to 2 of the application, heuce require no

reply.

6. That the contents of puragraphd of the counter
13 3

wifigavit admit the averments made in the corresponding

paragrraphs 4,1 ana 4,2 of the application and thus need

a0 replye.

Te Thut the contents of paragrsph 6 of the
couuter afficavii aamit the averpments made in the

correspouding paragraph 4.c of the applicction., It alse
admits that couy of the eafuiry report was not X supplied

to the applicaat bef.re avardiag punisitoent, <he punishe-

Yand

meat order nas.ed in t hecase of 3pri S.D, Tewari,who

sas also iavolvea ia this very case and who i:ad also filed

&0

application aumbereda as Oa No,171/90 (L) has already heen
quasheC By the jud:ement/order dsted 16-9-1991 of this
Hon'ble Tribunal, a true copy Bf thereof enclosed as

Annexuire -1 to this rejoiader affidavit .

Thaet the coatetcs of paragraph 7 ofi the
counter afficavit do not dispute the averments made in

paragraph 44 of t he applicotion, hence need no reply,

O. That the contents ol paragraph 8
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of the counter-affidavit are not admitted
as stated and in reply thereto the avermentis
made in paragraph 4.5 of the Application

are reiterated to be correct,

10, That the contents of paragraph 9
of the counter-affidavit are not admitted

as stated and in reply thereto the averments
made in the corresponding parsgraph 4.6

of the Application are reiterated,

11. That the averments made in
paragraphs 4,7, 4.8 and 4,9 of the Applica-
tion have not been replied and hence they

are reiterated.

12. That the ontents of paragraph 13
of the counter-affidavit are not admitted
as stated and in reply thereto the averments
made in paragraph 5 of the Application are

re-affirmed as correct.

13. That the contents of paragraph 14

of the counter-affidavit need no reply.

14, That in reply to the contents
of paragraph 15 of the counter-affidavit

it is submitied that the application is
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full of merit and deserves to be allowed
with costs, The applicant is also entitled

to the reliefs claimed,

15. That the contents of paragraph 16
of the counter-affidavit do not call for

%@nh
Dgted: Lucknow,

m \Q, 1991,

ahy reply.

Yerificationi

1, the deponent above named,
do hereby verify that the contents of
ra. ragraphs \9053/ L oA \S of this
rejoinder-affidavit are true to my own
knowkedge; those of paragrs hs Lto 12 amd 1Y
are true to my knowledge derived from the
record and those of paragraphs
are based on the legal advice sougzht and
are believed by me to be true., Ko part

of it is false and nothing material hasbeen

concecaled. So help me God.

Dated: Luwcinow, %onent.

wer \9, P9l
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I identify the deponent who has signed before me
RO

(D,8, Chaube)
Advocate, - . A
Comsel for the applicant.

Ugted: Lucknow,

Neve oy
Sopember 'O\, 1991,

Solernly affirmed before me on

at a.0./p.m., by Sri Girja Shanker Tewari
the deponent who is identifiedby

Sri D.S, Chaube, Advocate, High Court,
Lucknow,

I hove watisfied myself by examining

the deponent that he understands

the contents of this zejoinder-affitavit
whichhave been read over and explained

to him by me.
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Before the Hon'ble Central Administrative Iribunal

Circuit Bench,Lucknow.

- -

IOriginal Application No. 172 of 1990 (n).

Girja Shanker Tewari Applicant

LA -~

Versus
Union of India and others Opp.Parties.

Annexure No. Be=1

-

Central Administrative Tribunal,Allahabad

-

Circuit Bench ,Tucknow.

0.A. No. 171/90(L)
S.D. Tewari " “spplicant.

-
-~ el

VS. '

Union oi India & others _ Bespondents.

Hon. Mr. Justic; U.C. Srivastava,V.C.
Hono Ml‘. A.BQ GOI’thi,Admo Hembel". LT

The épplicagt who was dismissed from service,
was chargeéheeted and the departmental enquiry'proceeded.
The applicant, after the submissibg of the enquirj officef's
feport reduced to five stages f?om Bse 900/- to %; 825/4 vize
Qrder dated 30.12.88., The applicant filed'appeal ad the
appeal was dismissedAoﬁ 31.7.89. Then he approached the
Tribunal. |

There appears to be no éelay but the appeal was
decided. The preliminary objection is that of limitation.
The enquify officer's report was not given by the

\ ’ ~

C%j\ respondents before the pinishment order was passed.-The

%}?égk engquiry officer must give the report in time but the enquiry
. \ .
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non-giving the enquii'y report, this déprives the applicant %2
from making representation which is violative of pr‘inciples
‘of natueal justice  This question was decided in.Union

of India Versus Mohd. IB.amzan Khan (1991) Supreme Court

Cases ( L&b; 612 wherein it has been held that non-

A A

furnishlng of the report to the delinguent w'ould be
violative of principles of natural justiee rendering the
final order invalid. The application deserves to be allowed

and accordingly, it is éllowed - The punishment order
dated 30.12.88 and the appellabe order dated 31.7.89
communicated to khe aPPlicant_ by the ;etter dated 15.12.89
are guashed. 1% will not preclude the disciplinary

authority %o proceed from the stage of enguiry. The

»

applicant will be deemed to be in service. No order
as to costs.

sd/=- ' . | 8d/%e
A.M. = V.C

Lucknow : Dt. 16.9091i

- Irue Copy
84/~ -

Section Officer v
Central Adminigtrative Tribunal

- Cricuit Bench
. Lucknow,.
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IN THE HON'BLE CENTRAL ADMINISIRAIIVE THL EUEAL ALLAHABAD

CERCUIT BENCH LUKIOW,

CIVIL MISC APPLICAIION MO, 1991

Girja Shankar Tewari, acged sbout 49 ¥wars, Son of Late
Sri Gangz Prasad Tewari, Postm\gi\n dninabad Pzark Postoffia

Lucknow, v ss 0. APPli cant
In.Re .
» .
0.B.No. 172/199 (L)
Gi rja Shankar Tewari ApPPli cant
' i
Vs,
Urion of India and _
others. 7 Opp.Parties
~
APPLICKIICN FOR FIXING THm CASE FOR EXPARIE
\/ . N | FINAL HEARING.
‘.5 -
N
The applicent resPectfully begs to submit as ¥
under:-~-
33. That the aprlicmat filed the above abprlication
\.;~"’\\ )}_,}\ Y
V A on 17,5.1990 acainst the ©vunishment orde r dated

e

c}*”‘é(k gﬁ 30.5.1988 tc reduce salary by five staces Passed

ooy ’

Wwo a\\ﬁ

'

by the Director, Postal Services Lucknow, Rgion

Lucknow,

2, That on 18,4,1921 a date i.e. 2.7.199 aftey

three months for filing counter sffidavit has

again been fixed.

N ey,
/?%7““’@7”44 7RO
4
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That the opProsite partics hawe been allowed
as many as eight m¥gexzkxe opportunities to file
countér affidavit but they have failed to avail

of that orportunity.

That the in action of the oprosite parties is
causing un-necessary delay in the disPosal of
the case, which further causes recurring

financial ha¥d ship to the abPrlicant .

That it would be exPedient and necessary in the
interest of justice that the casse is drected ta_
Drocee d exXxParte and the cane ig finally h%ard
and decided on 2.7.19°1,

PRAYER

- e e e e ww

Tt is , there fore humbly Prayed that this Hon'ble

Tyibunal may graciously ke Pleased to order the case to

be hesrd finally aB exParte on the date fixed i.e.

2.7.1901,
LUCGNQWse TED :
MAY \:), 1991 APPLI CaNT

MO’O R leC] %@7%

sz;wu& %{W&



