
OPEN COUR T 

A 

GENThAL AJZNIsTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHAB AL-) B ENCH ALLALId-EAO.  

Allahabad, this the 2nd day of April 2002. 

LiUORUM : HON. MR. S, DAYAL, A. i . 

HON. MR. RAFILVilaN 

0.A. No.1219 of 1996. 

Tot a Ram. rjo. Vill Donkel i, iirozab ad.. . 	 Applicant. 

Counsel for applicant : ari R. Verma. 

Versus 

1. Union of India through secretary, ministry of "Communica-

tions, New Jelhi - 1. 

2. Director of Postal services, office of RIG, Agra. 

3. Post :,faster General, Agra. 

4. Sr. supdt. Posts, ergra, 

respondents 

Counsel for respondents : Sri 1,44Tripathi, B.H. cf Sri s.C. 
Tripathi. 

0 R D Edi (01-14-114) 

BY HON. 	S. DdYAL 

This application has been filed for setting aside 

the punishment order 15.6.95 and appellate order dated 

2.7.96 and to reinstate the applicant on duty with retrospec- 
t1,42_ 1- 

tine effect. The applicant has also seeks :payment of 

aunissible allowances for the period he was kept out of job. 

2. 	The applicant, who was working as EJBPL, Daunk el 4, 

Firozabad was charged with removing rts,1150/= from leather 

bag of Jalalpur Branch P.O. on 21.3.90 by ta 	+~()%4 t h the 

seal of 20.3.90. It is alleged that the applicant had key 

No.3810 by which he could open the cash bag of Jalalpur and 

that he had admitted to possession of the said seal at the 
;IA (A, t- 

time of enquiry. The applicant was proceeded against,

departmental enquiry and the Enquiry of-iicer held charges 

as not proved. The disciplinary authority disagreed with 

the conclusion drawn by the inquiry Officer and found that 

the applicant had not found any error at the tine of receipt 



: 2 : 

A 

of the bags in Branch Post Office, J aunkeli but;t1-the seal of 
4   

the said bag was found to have been 	
the presence 

of four witnesses namely P4-I, 	Pk-IV and PaV. The 

applicant was removed from service by order dated 15.6.95. 

He filed an appeal which was decided on 2.7.96 and the 

appellate authority die not -01111:1' any reason to interfere 

with the order of the disciplinary authority. 

3. de have heard ,)ri 	Verma for the applicant and 

6ri . Tripathi, B.E. of ..)r± s. C. Tripathi for respondents. 

4. 
Counsel for applicant submitted that the seal of 

the bag of Jalalpur received in Jaunkeli Branch Post Office 

was found to be in order and that when the transit bag was 

received by Postal assistant 	
Jain of Firozabad Bead 

Office and was opened by him, he found that all the six bags 

had lebelled seal with lac. He said that he was not aware 

of the cash bags inside and that he had handed over all the 

six bags received from the Branch offices to the treasury. 

5. 
e find that the case against the applicant was 

supported by four witnesses namely 	
and 

Pd-V. It is not within ambit of judicial review to re,- 

appraise the evidence on the basis of which punishment has 

been awarded by the disciplinary authority. de have only 

to see whether there is some evidence based on which the 

ch arges have been taken to be proved or not. If there is 

no evidence and if there is any perverse conclusion, then 

only the need for judicial review would arise. 	find that 

U 
in disagreeying ;the enquiry report of theA officer of the 

disciplinary authority cannot be perversed. The appellate 

authority had also examined the appeal filed by the applicant 

and had found no reason to disagree with the punishment giver 

or with the procedure adopted. Under the circumstances, we 

do' nt see any reason as to why the order of the disciplinary 

and appellate sut'norities be interferedr .  The U.,. stands 

dismiss No order as to costs. 


