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OPEN CCU?T 

CE1'!L1AL Ai]\:1H·ll .STnATI VE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHrJ3~ BENCH, ALL11jABAD. 

Allahabad, this the 7th day of January 2002. 
QUO.H.UI·,l : HON. f./.t',. S. DAYPJ.., A.M. 

HON. i.1~t .. .rlAFI0JDDIN1 J.M .. 

O. A. NO. 15 67 of 2001. 

l. Hari Pal. '.:>ingh- s/o Idohan Lal r/o c/o Anand General 

·store, Near Pandey Ji Ka .lvlarn:iir, Chauki Bast.i, Line 

Par, Mo radeb e d ••• • • • • • Applicant. 

Counsel .for applicant: .:jri D.P. -3ingh. 

V~rsus • 

l. Union of India through ~ecretary, ~inistry of 

Telecommunication, New Del hi. 

2. Post fvlaster General, Bareilly .1. egion, U.P. Parimandal, 

Bareilly. 

3. Senior Superintendent of Post Office, Ivioradab act 

.Ji vision, Moradabad •••• • •••. H~spondents. 

Counsel for respondents : .jri n.C. Joshi. 

O B D E l ( o~-.AL) 

vie find t.he t the appl Lce t i.on has come to us for 
' setting aside the .orders dated 14.9.2000 and 23.2.2001. 

de-instatement of the applicant vJith back wages iS also 

sought. ,Va find that the order dated 14.9.2000, the 

applicant has been awarded penalty of rEmoval from 

seIVice._ The order dated 23.2.2001, the appellate 
P~t..i r~ t, 

authority has upheld that the pun.is hme nt has been ~ 

by the d i.s c.ipl, .iriar y authori iy. 

2 • The counsel for the applicant has urged that 

\ 

. the -Ap~x Court in its judgment in Union of India f'. others 
t.-- 

vs. Mohd . .r aaj.an Khan 1991) l $CC Page- 588 has provided 

that second show· cause notice shall be given when order 
' 

of removal or dismissal is passed. Fif counsel for the 
, 

applicant relies on Para 12 in wl. i c !--: it has be en ment Lone 
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t-- 
th at there is no m a t ez-Lal change ~'ndrnil..ting from deletion 

A.- 
' f'V) Q.Cl.A,- of second stage of enquiry which would ~~~ t.hat 

j • ' ,\. 

the service of notice proposing one of the three 
~s "M IM.~ e, ..z. ..L, 

punishment mentioned in Art.::.cle 31.L(lJA ~nd the 

delinquent officir shall be given an opportunity of 

representing against the same and being heard. ./'e 
\ 

' . ' / 

find that Para 12 does not set up any such proposition 

but only stat es that requirei11ent of copy of the .r epo r-t 

... 

I ' ' l 

. 
be provided to· the delinquent rema_ins unchanged ·.de'spite 

deletion of second· stage of enquiry. Hence the conten­ 

t ion of counsel for the· applicant cannot be accepted., 

Counsel for the applicant has also s·cated' 

that the defence of the -app.l Lcant has not been cops,idere(l 

1by the disciplinary authority •. , ·e find that there iS , 

a d at a.Ll'ed enquiry report in which the defence of the 

applicant had been duly consider~d ~nd was found not 
t.- . 

w~ acceptable. .{e find that the discipl ina'ry authori 
. . , 

, 

has considered the explanation given by the applicant 

wi t h regard to the imputations made against him :tn the 

memorandum of cha rq es. He has 9lso ,shown, his complete 

agreement With the report Of the enquiry ·officer. 

Therefore, this ground ;ra±sed ~y the applicant is also 
a,,:,. .t-- 

not valid. In the circunstances; there iS no other 
~~""L \.- , A_ . 
,\irr$gularity ~.01~ -~ in fonducting the 

· disciplinary proceedings; we~~~ find that 

there is no-merit in the application, v~hich is 
{,.. 

,dismissed in 1iminf... 

, 

I 

' . 
Tr ere shall be no order as to costs. 
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Ui-~V,M'""- 
Aslll_ancy j 
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