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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH
ALLAHABAD.

Allahabad this the o6th day of November 2001.

original Agglication no. 1862 of 1993,

Hon'*ble Mr. Justice RRK Trivedi, Vice-Chairman
on'ble Mai Gen KK Sriwvastava, Memher_gﬁl______
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Gajraj Singh, s/o sri IP singh,
R/o village and Post Naraini,
Tahsil and Distt. Fatehpur.

s Applicant

By Adv : Sri vijay Bahadur

versus

1. union of India, Minilstry of communication,

Department of posts, Dak Bhawan,
sansad Marg, through Assistant Director,

General (Trg.), New Delhi.

2. post Master General, Kanpur Reglon,
Kanpur.

3. Director of Postal services, Kanpur.
4. chief Post Master, Kanpur

5. superintendent of post Offices, Fatehpur Division,
Fatehpur.

.+« Respandents

By Adv : Sri CS Singh
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Hon'ble ML, Justice RRK Trivedi, VC

By means of this O.A. the applicant has challenged

the order of punishment of removal dated 31.3.1990 passed

py Chief post Master, Kanpur (Ann, A=3), by .which the

i ———

applicant was awarded penalty of removal on conclusion of

confirmed in appeal bY pirector Postal gervices (DPS)
vide order dated 7.2.1991 (Ann. A-4). The petition filed
against the order of punishment was re jected bY post
Master Gceneral, vide order dated 28,1.,1992 (Ann. A=5).
Lastly, the applicant’'s memorial submitted to president

- of India, was re jected on 9.9,1993 (Ann. A=T7) .

2. The chargde against the applicant was that

on 25.6.1987 while he was serving as EDBPM, at post office
Naraini(Fatehpur) . Though he accepted RS 5500/~ from the
depositor Smt. 1ndrani, w/o late chittani Kori, but he

did not credit the amount in the covt. record, though

entry was made in depositor's pass book ,when she approached
the applicant for entries regarding interest, the entry

was erased. second, charge against the applicant was that

he payed the amount on subsequent withdrawls on 1.1.886, 2.1.88,
4.1.885:11.10.88 , RO corrosponding entries were made

in the Govte record. 7The third charge against the applicant
was that in July 1988 the applicant took the pass pook |
no. 1035024 from the depositor Smt. Tndrani and made entries
himself and it was not forworded to the Head Post Office |
and the entery of Rse 6403.95 p was shown. On ingquiry

the applicant denied the charge and contested the proceedinga
py £iling his written statement. The Inquiry Officer
submitted report on 15.1.1990. The Disciplinary Authority,

v oo ¥ f
je Chief Post Master, Kanpur is agdggiﬁih.with the conclusion |
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of the Inquiry Officer and passed the order of punishment.
o .

as mentioned above. The ader i&d‘ik‘has Mmﬁ%w

the superior authority in appeal and revision.

x S shri vijay Bahadur, has submitted that disciplinary
proceedings were initiated against the applicant by
superintendent of Post Offices (SPO), Fetehpur who was not
authorised to initiate proceedings. The Ciiief Post Master,
Kanpur was appointed as adhoc disciplinary authority under
section 3A of EDA Rules 1964 by Post Master General vide
order dated 14.2.1990. 1In short the submission is that

as the authority initiated the proceedings was not competent,
the appointment could not rectify the defects and ith;s*

vitiated entire proceedings.

4, We have, carefully, considered the submission
of learned counsel for the applicant, however, we do not
£find any force in his submission, It is true that memo
of charge was served to the applicant by SPO, Fatehpur
O —

Wy Covu—
vide letter dated 15.5.1989, but no prejudice on anoﬁht:ef
*{kfﬁhas been caused to the applicant. The PMG on realiasing
that appoigant was appointed by class I officer, immediately
appointed Chief Post Master, Kanpur, as adhoc disciplinary
authority who is also a class ‘I officer under rules. On
account of this change, no prejudiceLFaused to the applicant,
For the sake of argument it may be termed as a techenical
mistake for a short period at the time of serving the
memo of charge, but such mistake does not vitiate the
inquiry against the applicant. %he charge against the

applicant has been found established by oral and documentary
evidence and we do not find any good ground to justify
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our interference against order of punishment. The
charge against the applicant for punishment of removal
is fully justified in the facts and circumstances of

the case. The 0.A. is accordingly dismissed,

5. No order as to costs,
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i Member-A Vice=Chairman
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