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IN HHE CENTRAL ADMINISTRA TIVE ERIBUNAL
PRIGCIPAL BENCH

C+A. No, 790/1989

Ne'w Delhi dated, the 8th Murch 5% .

Hon'ble Sh.MN.V.Krishnan, Vice Ghairman(A)

Hon'ble Mr, B.S. Hegde,Member(J)

Shri Madan Lal

R/e- Vill age Lahchora,
P.O¢ Ratual, District,
Merrut (U.P.) :

. _ o« @Plicant
(By Advocate Sh,Ashok Aggarwal) '

V/s - SN

L. Unicn cf India .
_ thzgugh Post Master Gereral
Mohan Singh Pal sce,
Baba Kharag Singh Marg,
New Delhi,

.. Bespondent

 _ORDER(ORAL
(Hon'ble Sh, N.V.Krishnan; Vice Chaimman(A))

The applicant was a E0 Chowkidar under

- the responcéenk. He is zggrieved by the'removal from

Govi,. service vide order dated 31,12,1986{AnnH} of the
Asstt,Supot of P.0,, New Delhi and appeal filed against
this orce rl has been dismissed by the Senior §ugdt,of

Post Offices vide orcer dated 30,12, 1987(#nn.A)

2, . It is stated that the spplicant was
engaged by the Te spondents on 24,12,1980 and wes

gopointed as daily rated packer, There after w.e,f, 1.9.81



>

he' was appointed as E.D, cho‘wk:!, dar, -uring the period
from 1, 1.84-"-‘: to 14,2,1984 he waé also gppointed as daily
wage s po s\tmain;' 'mezeaf'te-r -h\e conti:rmed -to work as E.D,

| ( from

¢howkidar.bhile so/he was put offf/duty by the Ann.G ordr

dated 3. 12,1985 1n respect of.disciplinary' enguiry regarding

frequent absence from duty ., Memorandum of charge was

issued b him on 7.5,1986(ann.D) dt is steted, that enquiry
was conducted znd the discipli'nary authority passed an

' &vﬁéa—bdu_c&; /73
order vide dated 31, 4.2.1986(Pn*1 H) ’Ehat order is—go-loeed
tuwo articles of the charges ag'ainst him and the staterent of
imputation on which they are b ased . fhe clarges relateg to
frequent sbsence from duty.from March, 1982 to Nov,,1%85, The

enqu iry cfficer was appointed and he submitted ‘regort on

18,11.1986, ﬁe disciplinary éuthority,- after considering

the xééort)érder% the agpolic antsremoval 3¢

3. This was upheld in gppeal by the impugned

X Las -
Anp,h-orcer , The gplicant is chellenged the impugned

orderfon méinly- two grounds, Firstly, it is contended that
. \ ‘&.

the period from which he was put off duty, the agpplicsnt woe

never paid any sllowan @s, and therefore, the entire

disciplinary enquiry is vitiated, Secondly, it is stated that -

W | ' .

'pe nalty impo s@el is out of propertiona®e to the charge framed

against him.
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4, Ve notice that the Fplicant himself has
levelled o
admitted, the charges/against h1m as it,cleer
e

apperertly from the irpugned /nn,H-Order, In fact,

in the memorandum of appeal filed hy him son,I(page 2
of the paper book} he admits that he was absent on

the dates mentionéd in the memo.of imputation due to

very compelling factors/due to my parent illness etc,
5, In the circumstances, we are of the view
®ofe

that respondents can notfaulted for flndlng the

applicant guilty of the charges framed against him,

6. In so far as the baymGnt of allowance is
&

concerned during the period he was put off duty, Iéi

is clear from rule 9 of the E.D.A, Gonduct and

Service Rules " that an employee shall notbe

entitled to any allowence for the period for which

he is kept off duty under this rule,® “ ‘

7. In the circumstanes, the applicgit't:annot/@

that no allowance has paid to him.

8, In so far as the penalty is concemed it is
“oa . ' _
enti'rely/mattfer for the disciplinary authority Hence it

for . K
is not/us to entexfere in the pénalty imposed ’eb@tonce

\{ah/‘wﬂd’;
the Charges/ against the E,D.A,

9, In the circumstances, we find no merit in the
s
(B.S. Hegde’/ (N. V.Kri shnan)

Membe r(J ) ' Vice Chairman( a)

O.A., it is dismissed.
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