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CBflRAL All\UNI SIR&- II VE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABA.I BENOi 

0 riginal Application No, 899 of 1989 

Allahabad this 1he .2..~ day of au~t&: 1994 

.r..~ 
I 

Hon 1 ble ~~. S.Das Gupta, Meaber(A) 
Hon' ble Mr. Jasbir s. IllaliWal. Membet(J) 

Tara Singh, S/ o Shri Ganesh Singh P/ a 3J years 
Ex. E.D.D.A. No.II Barhapur, Bijnor Vill Isnilpur 
Dani, P.O. Barhapur, District Bijnor. 

Applicant. 

By 1'\dvocate Shri R.K. Tiwari 

Versus 

l. s. DI. (Posts), Norht Sub Division, Bij not·. 

2. SUpdt. Post~. Bij nor. 

3. Union of India throug h Secretary M.O. c., 
<I.O.I., NeW Delhi-1. 

Respondents. 

By Advo ca te Sh ri G. s. Singh 

• 

Q..fiQ~.fi 

By Hon'ble Mr. Ja:zbir s. Il1ali\1Ml, Manber (J} · 

t 

Shri Tara Singh who was Y.Qrking as 

E.D.D.A. at Barhapur, Bijnor Post Office has come 

to this Tribunal challenging an o~der date~ 30.3.88 

(Annexure A-1) passed by the disciplinary authmri ty 

and order dated 06.10.1988{Annexure A-2) passed by 

the appellate authority by which his services have 

been terminated. He pleads that he had taken 

delivery of pastal mail, registered letters, money 

orders etc. on 26.;!.2.1985 and had proceeded on his 

beat • He lost the entire ba!J containing of this 

mai L under the influen c~ of li quor• He pleads 

that this bag was, however, found by one Heeta 

Sinyh another E.a.o.A. who had brought it to the 

•••••••••• •1=>9·2/-
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post office. He pleads that • SJ.nce the bag had 
• 

been found, the charge of loss should have been 

dropped and the Enquiry Officer has drawn a 

WlrOng conclusion on this charge. He pleads 

th at the 81quiry Officer had not given him 

opportunity of explaining reasons as to how the 

bag was lost. He further pleads tha·t the second 

charge of his being absent from duty is also not 

pro\ad.l. _ _. Last of all, he has pleaded that the 
• 

pubi shmen t of .x1emcval from service is too harsh. 

He, thus, prayed for setting aside the order of 

the disciplinary authority and the appelllate 

authority. 

' 
r 

I 
~ I 

• 
I 

2. The resp8ndents in the counter.affidavit ' 

have pleaded that the petitioner was a habitual 
. 

absentee from duty and had lost the articles en-

trusted to him under the influence of liquor. It 

is pleaded tba t the Enquiry Officer recorded his 

findings after due consideration of all the facts 

brought fo- .rth-wi th in the inq-uiry including 

examining of witnesses and the documents. Full 

opportunity was given to the petitioner to defend 

himself. The charges w~ fully proved against 

hmm and he was also found absent from duty on 17.~ ' 

11.1986, 18.11.86, 07.3.86, 07.4.86 and 14.4.86 

for which dates allowances were not paid to him 

on account of his absence from the duty. 9hey, 

h0wever, pleaded that the appe~1 was duly consi­

dered and wa s rightly dismissed. 

... • • • • •••• tJCJ.3/-
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3- The learned counsel for the petitioner 

has repeated the plea taken in t&.e petition that 

eve•rlt be accepted that the petitioner was under 
I 

the infiluence of liquor ()n 26.12..1985 and had lv-

.;,S..t.J- t he mail bag, the same had been found on the 

very next date. We have examined the record and 

find that ac~dently one Etee-.ta Singh another E. D.­

o. A. had found that bag and brought the valuable 

articles ba~~, As far as pro'ving of charges of 

lofsing the mail bag containing those articles 
• 

is concerned that charge was fully proved before 

l 
I 

l 
I 

the EnQU~Xy Officer who examined various witnesses. 

The examinption of the inquiry report {Annexure A-4) 

shows that no fault can be found with the same. 

A ~air opportunity has been given to the petitioner 

to defend himself. The second charge wa s also 

proved from the office record. 

• 

4. We find no infirmity in the order of 

disciplinary authority who has -considered the in­

quiry report and passed the orders impugned. Si.m­

ilar¥y the appellate order is found to be. passed 

according to the rules1 after application of mind. 

Consider~ng the nature of proved charges, we do not 

find that the punishment imposed is either Pl!rver.se 

or di sPIJopotionate. . . . . . • • 

5. We find no merits in this case and the 

same is dismissed without any order as to costs. 

) l. 
........... :--;; _~.__. 
EMBER'J') {Ml:lv1B ER' A' ) 
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