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OA .538/94 
	 dt.19-3-97 

Judgeme cit 

Oral order (per Hon. Mr. B.S. Jai Parameswar, Menther(Judl) 

Sri S. Tulsidas for the applicant and Sri N.R. Devaraj 

for the respondents. 

The applicant while working as extra Departmental 

Delivery Agent / Mail carrier was served with Charge memo 

regarding financial irregularities committed by him and 

disciplinary proceedings were conducted against him. The 

Inquiry Of f ice submitted his report1  disagreeing with respect 

to certain charges. The disciplinary authority considering 

the report and disagreeing with the inquiry officer ills-

missed the applicant from service. The said order of dis-

missal was challenged by the applicant in OA.1078/92. On 

6-9-1993 this Bench sdt aside the order of dismissal with 

a direction to the Disciplinary authority to give notice bz 

:about its disagreement with the findings of the inquiry 

	

- 	officer and to proceed further. 

pursuant to the direction issued by this Tribunal, 

	

- - 
	the Disciplinary authority issued notice and passed the 

impugned order dated 31-3-1994. It is against this order 

the applicant has filed this OA. The applicant has prayed 

that this Tribunal to call for records and to declare the 

bimebel2nd (impugned)- order as unlawful, arbitrary, and 

against the principles, of Natural justice, and to quash 

the same with consequential benefits. 
' ck.3394 - 

3 • 	Vide memo of imptgned ordey the applicant has been 

removed from service. The said order is an appealable 

order. The applicant has not exhausted all the renedies 

available to him before approaching this Tribunal. 



4 • 	The responden!S have filed a counterkabutting the 

averments made in the OA. We feel it proper to dispose 

of the OA with the following directions: 

The applicant, if ao advised, may prefer a memo- 

randum of appeal against order dated 31-3-1994 to the 

competent appellate authori 	within one month from 

today. In case such/mm0rafldUm of appeal is received 

within the stipulated time1 the competent authority shall 

decide the same on merits without going into the question 

of limitation. 

The appellate authority shall decide the appeal 

within three months from the date of receipt of the 

appeal. 

5. 	No order as to &,sts. 
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