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9?en Court . 
CENTRAL A~IINISTRATIVE TRIB lNAL ALLAHABAD, 

BENQi ALlAI 1ABAD, 
4 

Allahabad: th i s the 01 day of June 2(()0 , 

OI:'igina l Application No. 108/96, ... 

CCEAM : 

Hon• ble Mr . S . K.I Naqvi, J .M, 

Hon• ble Mr . M ,P Singh .A J.\ , 

Pa nchu Ram Gha udhary a ged a bout 38 years s on 

of Ram Ga nesh Resident of Village and P,0 

La l gunj, District:- Basti employed as E,D,D.A 

La lgunj, Sub~ Pos t Clfic e in the District:-

Basti. 

(Counsel for the applicant: Sri J .M . Sinha . Adv) 

' ,,,,.,,,,App licant. 

Versus . 

l. Lhion of I ndia through the Secret ary 
' .. 

• Department of Posts Ministry of 

Communication, Da k- Bhawan, Parliament 
• 

... Street, New Delhi- llCXJOl, 

2. Asstt, Superintendant Post C1'f ices, East , 

Sub Division,Basti, . 

3, Superintendant Post Off ices , Basti Divis ion, Basti, 
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(Counsel for the Re s~ondents: Sri s.c. Tripathi. Adv) 

. . 
•••••••••• Respondents • 

_O_R_D_E_R_(Or:al) 

{By Hon 'ble Mr. S .K. I N~qvi .J .~A .) 

The applicant Sri Panch Ram Chaudhary, while 

posted as EDDA at Lalgunj, District~ Basti, he was I 
subjected to departmental enq-uiry in respect of non-delivery I 
of money-orders to the payee thereafter on completion 

of enquiry, holding him guilty of the charges he 

Wps removed from the service by Assistant Superintendamt 

of Post Off ices , Basti East, Basti vide order da ted 

!3.C9.93. The applicant preferred an appeal against 

this order, which was decided by Supdt. Post Cffices, 

Bast i vide order dated 31.12.93 and the matter was 

remanded for trial denovo with the direction that 

the payee of the money-order, namely, Sri Samad was 

very important ~iitness but he was not examined, therefore, 

this witness alongwith other witness be examined 
r 

and fresh find in gs be given. The fresh enquiry was 

taken up and concluded with the findings that on the 

basis of docunentary as well as ora l evidence a s 

adduced earlier and i n view of non appearence of 

witnesses, inspite of sufficient not ice to them, the 

applicant was found 9uilty, and charges held to be 

proved against him. In furtherance of this finding, 
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author i t y vide order dated 30 .11.94 , the copy of 

which hds been annexed a s ~nnexure No.A-1. The 

a~plicant pref erred an appea l a ga inst this order, 

but the s ame has a l so been dismissed by Superintendant 

Pos t C1'fices , Basti, vide order da t ed 28 . 02 .95/ 

28 . 04 .95, the copy of which ha s be en a nnexed as 
a.ltll 

to tht('application~ the findin gs of Anne xur e No.2 

the enquiry officer and punishment order by disciplinary 
) 

authotity ha tttbeen upheld. The applicant has preferred 

this O.A impugning these order s . 

2 . The res pond ents have contested the case and 

have pleaped to j ustify th2se impugned orders . 

3. Heard , learned co unse l for riva l contesting 

parties and perused . the r e cords. 

4. 'Ne find very peculier feature in this ma tter 

tha t the evide nce on the bas is of which the 

applicant was held guilty and punishment was 

s e t a side in the departme r .t a 1 •: ;.! a pp ea 1 and he 

wa s again subj e cted to denovo tr ial, but on the 

ba sis of same evidence he ha s a gain been he l d 

liable for the chbrges which are said to have been proved 

and he has been punished by the di sciplinary a uthority 

and the AppeJila.t e Author i ty, who is supposed to be Senior 

and r esponsible officer of the depbrtment, upheld 
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this punishment order without considering that 

the evidence which was not found sufficient when 

the matter came up in appeal before his predessor 
• .L' ~ • p.., ~C~(.c. ~ ~ -4 '- # •• 1.,- ';Jo.., 

who remanded for enquiry denovof We also find that 

this impugned order dated !3.CX).93 is not well 

detailed a nd the order through which the matter 

was r emanded earlier has not been discussed in 

right prespective. The notion adopted by the 

Appellate Authority that where the witnesses 

were not produced from the side of prosecution, 

the party charged should have examined .by them, 

is not approved in service j urisprodenee. 

5, For the above, we set as ide the Appellate 

Order with the direction that the matter be 

re-considered and fresh order be passed within 

3 months from the da te of canmunicatioo of this 

order by detailed speaking and reasoned order 

with specific me ntion to the findings and observations, 

as made by the then appellate authority, who pas~ed 

the order on 31.12.93, the copy of which is annexed 
-. 

as Anne x "-tr.e No.7 to the applicat ion. 

' I 
6. The O.A is disposed of accordingly. 

No order as to cost. 

~ 
_....._ _________ . L .m .k .s Member (A) ember (J) ' 


