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Hon'ble Mr 

ALT.AHABAD 

his the 19th day of-April 2000• 

lication No• 804 of 1992  • 

Rafiquddin, Judicial Iviercuer • 

lion' ale 	M  •F • Singh, Administrative_Memner • 

Mchd • tusu son of Late Mohd• Ishao Ex-s • P•m• 

Airain Fat hpur r/o Mohalla Taziana Tehsil Hatgaon 

District 	atehpu r • 

A ppl icant 

C/A Sri A • • Neat • 

Versus 

1 • Union •f India through the secretary of the 

Minist y of Cattmunication department of Post am 

Telec;r, ph, New Delhi • 

2. Direct •r of Postal Services Kanpur Range, Office 

of Add tional Post Master General U •F • Circle Kanpur 

20801 • 

3. Post M ster General, U .P • Circle Kanpur • 

4. Superintendent of Post Office Fatehpir• 

Respondents 

C/R Sri S •C • Tripathi • 



• 

//2// 

ORDER 

Hon'ole Mr Rafiouddin, 	 Vember • 

okit- 
1- 	The applicant who was the relevant time 

posted as ostal Assistant Bindki, District Fatehpur 

was dismis ed by immoned order dated 21 .7 .88 passed by 

Director c Postal services Kanpur Range, (respondent 

no• 2) • The applicant filed this CA for ouashia2 the 

aforesaid dismissal order are for the declaration ti at 

the applicant is in service fran the date of his dismissal 

and he is entitled to receive all the emoluments and 

genefits • 

2• 

Fetehpur H 

24 .8 •85 • 

5 years TD 

The applicant while posted as Postal Assistant, 

ad Office was served the chargesheet on 

t was al leged that the applicant closed the 

account No• 3314592, which was not duly paid 

nfr 
a r6 	act! 14,r:61 	;tat- on of the rules • It was also 

alleged that the applicant showed over payment to take 

i nterest i amounting to Rs • 4140.50 Raise and showed 

  

false paym nt and misappropriated the aforesaid amount. 

The applicant was also alleged to have erased the figure 

of S to ze o making the year 85 as 80 and also Rs • 7 

  

thousand nude it as Rs • 11140.50/- False • The departmental 

enquiry wa conducted and the enquiry officer submitted 

his report in which it was held that the charge levelled 

against th= applicant was proved • The disciplinary 

authority •n the basis of findings given by the enoPirY 

officer law rded the punishment of dismissal fran the 

service vi •e order dated 21 .7 .89. 
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3 • 	he applicant filed an appeal against the 

aforesaid 	nishment order and the same was also rejected 

vide order dated 7 .8 •89 • The revision filed by the 

applicant gai !1st the order of appellate authority was 

also rejected by the Director General of Postal services 

vide order dated 18 .2 .92 • Thereafter the applicant also 

filed the review petition before the President of India 

which was 

chal lencted 

grcurx5 the 

immediate) 

tion does 

punishment 

circumsta n  

justified• 

pre -planne 

is bad law 

4 • 

of the app 

reply that 

none of th 

in the eye 

iso rejected on 18 .2 •92 • The applicant has 

the correctness of the impugned order on the 

since the over payment was reimbursed 

by the applicant the question of misappropria- 

ot arise • It is also pleaded that the 

awarded is severe and under the facts and 

es of the case the same is not warranted and 

The departmental proceedings is malafide and 

and the dismissal of the applicant in tact 

and eauity• 

he respondents have opposed the application 

icant and it has been contended in their counter 

under the facts and circumstances of the case 

grounds taken by the applicant are substantial 

of law• 

5 • 	 have heard Sri S•C• Tripathi learned counsel 

for the re 

6 • 

applicant 

mentioned 

pondents and pursued the records • 

It is evident from the qrcunds taken by the 

in his original application that he has not 

any irregularities committed by the respondent 



• 
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in conducting the disciplinary proceedings in question• 

It appears the main grounds taken by the applicant is 

that punishment awarded is topharsh because the applicant 

was el- retire within 2 years when the punishment order 

was passed 

7 • 	It is needless to emphasise that this Tribunal 

does not actt as ana appellate authority in the case of 

I 

disciplinary proceedings • The Tribunal has also nc 

jurisdictiOn• trie Question nt correctness and adeotacy 

of punishment awarded by the disciplinary authority • It 

is only the departmental authority who cen 4se corsider 

whether the punishment is harsh or not, n the present 

case-
) 

We find that the applicant has already approached 

appellate uthrrity as we31 as the President of India who 

have net f nd any or rya nd f or less st._:r ix] nishne nt • 

8 • 

t 	ter ter e in the punishment orde r awarded bi tLe 

inary au thorit y • CA is accordingly dismissed • 

ONN.! tii 

Member A 	 Member J 

/n es ./ 

We therefore, do not find any :justificati on 


