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L C‘..N‘I‘RAL ADMINL‘:;TRATIV" ‘I‘RIBUNA.. JAIDUR BENCP
oW / S :
v o I ’ O.A.No 438/1997
Jaipur, this Z*Lm&iay of Ma“y,zooz
. . Hon'ble Shrl M.P Slngn, hemoer(A) '.'
Lo , - Hon'ble Shri J.K. Kausth, Eémper( 7Y

ﬁGb:u Lal sharma A T e )

Village Hanutivya ' ' '

Panchayat Samiti Masuda ' :

District. Ajmer ’ ~ee Applicant N

{Shrl Se K. Jaln, Advocate - .not present)

- Versus
Union of India, through - L ‘
1. Secretary
: Department of Posts )
- K : New Delhi S N
' 2. Director General = - ' S
Deptt. of Posts, New Delhi
‘ * 3, Chief rFostmaster General _
‘Q~\ ' Rajasthan Circle, Jalpur : . T
"4, Superintendent{Post O ffices) . o
Beawar Division, Beawar - . - Respondents

'{Shri-,Nfc;{éqﬁéi;f; Advocate)

. ’ ' . ORDER - - . -
Shri M.P. Slngh, l&nber{A) y : .

Order dated 21.8.97 1mpos1ngfthe Qenalty of 01smlssal
from service on the apg 1lca§t 1s_under challenge in the
present.OA.Llle@ under ;ection-lQ of‘AT'Act, 1985;“ Applicapt
?_ﬁ; : \also seeks-d%reéiion thét Ruie 18(4) of.the ED Agents.’

(CDnduct & Service) Rulés, 1964'bé struck doﬁn as
violative of Articie 14 of the Constitution of India.
/ - . 2. - HNone abpeareduﬁar the applicant; We héve hé@fa.the

learned counsel for the respondents and considered the

' pleadings availlable on record. .

3. Adm'itﬁ_ec} facts of the case are that the applicant
while wbrkiﬁg as‘ﬁxtra Departmental ?ost'@astér, Hanutiya -

"f K | was issued wiﬁh a\major>peﬁalty chargeméheet on 4,9.1996
&masmuch as he contésted-ﬁhé‘election for the selection
of c‘“"r-@anch'o' Village fanchayat, Hanutlya in 1995 and:
was eventually electea on the Sald nost. Thus he oontlnued

. ko WO rk. c:Lmultaneously on two posts namely mDPM as well

;}b’ as Sarpanch, which amoun;ed to mlsconauct,on his part
L
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under Rule 18{4) of EDA(Conduct & Service). Rules, 1964.
The said Rule siipulateé that *No employee shall canvass

or otherwise interfere or use his influence in con-

‘nection with, oxr take part in, an election to any

legislature or local authofity. Though the apnllcant

had ddmltted the Lact of contestlng ‘the election and

his selection .as Sarpanch, he had denied violation of

Rupe 18{4) supra. A regular enquiry as per the Rules
was conducted aﬁ@ the éhargé'lévelleé agaiést the
ap@licagt.was provedi-'Theréaftéf tﬁe competent
disciblinary authority paséed the.impugned order dated
21 3. 97 1m6051ng upon him theﬁ aforesald puﬁlshment.

However, the applicant dld not hand over the cash of~

.Eost nglce and otheL artlcles such as seals, stamys

etc. and illegally and unauthorisedlyiretained them
regardiné which an FIR was lodged with the SHO ,
Bijainagars He ultihately_handed over charge on-
19 0‘12’~19é70l . . ' . ’

3% From & perusal of the material- available on

fecord,_we find that £he enquiry has been conducted

as per the procedure laid down on the squect, the

-a@pllcqnt Was affor&ed amole opportunity to defena

hlmself and that after conszdering_all.;he relevant
factors, the discipliﬁéryzauthority hésApassed a
detailed, réaéoned‘and'speakiné order imposing upon
the.applicant the aforesaid punishment. Thereforé’
ﬁhe’action,takenibyfthe reSpohdents does not warfant:
this ?Tibﬁnal's inteference. That apart, the applicént
has- rushed to “this Trlbunal without ava:v.l:.ng the remcdy
avallable to hlm under the relevunt service rules by

preferring an appeal against the'punlshment order
. . n - f \

: QS{Y_?E?On this ground also the present OA is not maintainable.



. at this stage when the Rules have been framed in the.
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4, In so far as applicantjs challenge to the vires

7

of Rule 18(4) suprd, the same cannot be entertained'

~
~

year 1964, whereas the present OA_has_been:filed

on l.lO;i997¢ S , . . .
Sﬁ ' Therefore, for the reasons recored akove, we
£ind no merit in the present OA and the same is =
Lo - - ~
accordingly‘q;Smissed. No costs.
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(J.K. Kaushik) - (M.Po Singh)
Menber{J) _ - Member (&)
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