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(Open Court) 

CEN""RAL ADHINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALLAAABD BENCH , J\.L~HABD • 

Allahabad this the 30th day of August of 2000 • 

<t<!>RA~ :-

Hon' ble ~tr . Justice R.R . K. ~vedi , v.c. 

Hmn ' ble Mr . s . Biswas, Member (A ) . 

Orginal Appl ica tion No . 13 00 of 1992 . 

surendra Singh Yadava, S/o Da lip Singh Yadava , 

R/o Village Belsadi , Nandganj , Ghazipur • 

•••••• Applicant. 

counsel for th applicant:- sri s . N. Srivastava. 

VERSUS 
~-----

1 . Union of India , through the Ministry of 

Co~~unication, New Delhi . 

2 . Director Postal Services , Allahabad Regi o n, 

Al l ahabad . 

3 . Se nior Superintenlent of Po st Of£ices , 

Eastern Region, varanasi • 

•••••••• Respondents. 

Counsel for the respondents :-sri A. Sthalekar. 

• Order (Oral) 

(Hon'ble Mr. Justice R.R.K. Tr~ve~. V.C.) 

By this application 

Administra tive Tribunals 

challanged the order of 
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The order confirming puni ehnlent. paaeed by 

appellate authority dt. 20.05.92 has also been 

challlanged. 

2. Facta giving rise to this applicatJ.on 

are that the applicant was serv~nq as Branch 

Post Master • Bilear 1. Disst. Ghazipur. On e~ . .) 

it was found that he had not distributed the 

money orders to the clairlants and used the amount 

for his personal Denifit. By forged signature 

amount was withdrawn and it was miasappropriated 

by the applicant. Di.sci.plinary proceedJ.ngs 

were initiated against the applicant •nd menlO of 

charge was served. Applicant. aubmitted hJ.s explana­

tion that t h e et¥luiry officer has not given 

opportitunity to the applicant and aubmcitted his 

report on 24.06.85. AccordJ.ng to his report 

only charqe No. 3 has been partly proved and 

for the rest of cbargea elqUiry officer was of 

opJ.niun that they are not proved. 'ltle d.iec.tpl.ina-ry 
-A..d L... ~~\_ 

authority however. ct!S#wrd'~ith the opinion 

ot the enquiry officer in respect of charges 

No. 1.2.s & 6. He agreed with the findings of 

the enquiry officer with regards to cbaxv• Noa. 

3 & 4. The dieciplinary authority on perusal of 

the material on record found that chargee NO. 

1. 2. s.& 6 have been fully provec:l. on t.be bae.la 

of this finding he paa .. 4 the ordeE' of removal 

dated 22.01.86. Applican~ f1la4 aa appeal aga.taet 

the order of punlab•ant. Hcvev~. th• appeal ol 

the applicant waa rejec:t• 

d1apoaae4 of on arrJ.~•~ 
~ 

memo of appeal waa 
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3~ Aggrieved by fhe aforesaic2 orders 

applJ.cant filed O.A. 673/87 before this Tribnnal. 

The application was allowed and order dt.Ol.07.86 

of the appellate authority was quasbed and it was 

directed to decide the appeal of the applicant on 

merits after hearing the applicant. ~~appellate 
<'-.. ..). 

authortty inp6rsuance of the aforesaid order has 

dismissed the appeal by order dt. 28.05.12, 
J-._ -.A_ 

ot~ieved by which the present application has 

been f iled by the applicant. 

4. we have heard sri s.N.Srivastava. 

learned counsel f or the a pplicant and Sri Amit 

~lekar, learned counsel appearing for the 

respondents. We have also perused the record 

pertaininq to the appeal and disciplinary 

proceedings which were placed befvre us by Sri 

Amit Sthalekar. 

s. Learned counsel for the applicant has 

sUbmitted that thP disciplinary authority dis­

agreed with the report of enquJ.ry officer. X~ 

was nece~sary for him to give opportunity' for 

hearing to the applicant but no opportunity was 

provided and thus the enquiry proceeding& were 

in voilation of 
..r-

and liable tte 
./' lL" principles o~naturel justice 

• 

6. We have exa•1ne4 this que~ioD carefully 

with the help of the record of pcocee14 JV• 

placed before ua. xt aJ1paara that appUcaat fiJle~ 

to raise this qu.e.U.OD 

authority 1n t he 

arqued before ua. 
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'!here is a clear observation in the order of the 

appella te authority that a pplicant appeared 
...;......v.. 

i;;erson before him •nd flied the application 

dt.04.05.92 which containded his sUbmis sions 

in respect of his appeal. Appellate authority 

examined the questions raised therein. However • 

it was not stated that the ~sciplaniry 

authority passed the order of _puni.shment dated 

22.01.86 without giving opportunity of hearing. 

In the order of the appellate authority it has 

also been mentioned that application dt.04.05.82 

containded the similar grounds as mentioned in 

memo of appeal. We have examined the meJ1IO of 

appeal aleo throU(Jhly but we do not fi.nd any .,.,......_ 
specific ground about den1Dl of oppoctunity 

by the disciplaniry authority. ,.,_ applicant vas 

served with the report of el¥}uiry officer and 

it was open to him to snbmit his explaDation. as 

atleast one of the char(Jes i.e. charge No.3 vaa 

found partly proved against applicant. In the 

facts and circumstances it ie difficult to 

accept that applicant was not provided oppo~~unity 

by the cUacplJ.nary a uthorJ.ty • For tbe rea80Da 

mentioned above we do not find any subatance 

in the auba\iaaiona of the learned coun.el for the 

applicant. 

7 • 

alao sUbmitted thac the 

exaeaaive an<i not 

found proved aga 

counsel for the 

iaat .. d of order 

be avarde" 
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punishment of compulery retirement. We have 

considered thi s aspect of the matter also but 

we do not think that the punishment awarded 

is in any way excessive. 

s. The charges levelled afainst the 

a pplicant were serious and view taken by both 

the authoritie s for awarcling the punishment of 

removal in our opinion ie justi£ied. Application 

is deviod of any merit and accor~ngly dismissed. 

9. There will be no order as to costs. 

/Anand/ 


