CENTRAL £DMIN ISTRAT IVE_ TRIBUNAL
" BANGALORE BENCH

Second Floor,
Commercial Complex,
Indiranagar,
BANGALORE- 560 38,

Dated: 16 JA N 1995

APPLICATION NO:869 of 1994

APPLICANTS:~  Mr,Amaresh,Raichur.
V/s..

RES PONDENTS ;- Supdt.of Post Offices,Raichur Division and another.

Te

1. 'Sri.M.Raghavendra Achar,Advocate,No.1074 & 1075,
‘Second Main,Fourth Cross,Srinivasanagar,Bangalore-50.

2. - ‘The Regional Post Master General,
‘N.K.Region,Dharwad. '

3. ! Sri.G.Shanthappa, Addl.Central Govt.Stng.Counsel,

High Court Bldg, Bangalore-1.

Subject_:-;- f-FQrwardin.g-~ﬁfﬂpies.)_of the Orders passed by the
- Central Admini '

strative Tribun al,Bangalars,

' Plesse find encleseq herewith a copy of the ORDER/
STAY ORDER/INTER IM ORDER/ Passed by this Tribunsl in the. .above
mentioned 'application(s_) on Sixth January, 1995, S .

Tesued 00
| 0T
| : REGISTRAR
c . JUDIC IAL. BRANCHES.
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CENTRAL ADEINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BARGALORS BLHC:: :BaNGLLCRE

CRIGINAL AFFLICATICH NO.869/94

FRIDAY . TUE SIXTH DAY (T JANUARY, 1995 o
SIRI Ve Ul ARRISHNAN. ' : cLWJFBIR (8
CIRL i o 11, VUTTAIA DIV A. ' .. WJMEEBIR ()

tmaresh,

s/c Basevearaju,

Majer, &£x BFL,

Horehengi Branch,

Raichur Division,

Raichur. © ...Applicent

By AGvocate Shri M.R.AChar.

Versus

’

1. The Superintendent of Fost Cffices,
Raichur Division.
*  Raichur,
2. The Focstmaster General,
N.K.Region, E _
Dharwar. o . ..Respondents

By-Advocaté shri G.Shantapra, A.CeGez.Ce

;
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: SR VeRANAKRISHIIAN, MENMBER (A) '

-~ =

We have heard both sices. The epplicent, who _ "

N

iy
[

is an Extra Departmentel Branch Fo lester, was reroved

from service @fter conducting & departmentél enguiry.
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His appeal againét the order of the Discipllnfry
l

Authority was also rejected. He is before usichallénging
. , o '

the action of the departmant. '
l ' - ‘|l

2. \He urgec that the orders of the Disciplinery

Authorilty and Appellate Authority should be sét aside

.for.the\reasons_th;t the mosterisles évailable b%fore

'the Enq#iry Cfficer were not adequate to sustain the,

findingxhis guilt., He also submits thet the p&nishmént
\ 4

was too\harsh and unreascnable. |
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3. . ﬁeeping in view the facts of the case, We are

. l
of the vﬁew that it is eppropri: te to direct the appli-
' ’ |

|
- l . v 4
Rules, w.‘]i.thin 15 days from today. Snri Shant_a'pf)a for
P ‘ - '
~the depa%tmont says thet the competent authorﬂty, under

) !
cant to file a raview petition under Rule 16 off the E.D.

rule 16, \15 Re01onul Postmaster General, Dhcerd If

the apleCcnt files such a review petlplon w1th1n 15 days

\ |
from todaly, the ccmpetent authorlty should dispose of
l

- within

the same on merits by mesns of a speaking orde
|
two n‘onth\s from the doLe of receiit of such review

_,_—n’— —

petition.w ' | A j
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4. with the eiove observation, thne applicati?n is
. l . ) : )
. . - o
finally dﬁsposea of. No coost. 1
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Cantys! Admmisuanve Tribynal - e
Bangalore Beneh . ,
Bangalore ' - o




