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CENT_ RAL ADMINISTRA1IIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD PE NCH 
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L=,41.12tior No. 488 of 1993 

Allahabad this the 01st day of August
e_ 2000 

Hon'ble Mr.S.K.I. Havi, Member (J) 

Honi ble Mr. M. SinghL__Member (A) 

Shyam Bahadur Singh, Aged about 62 years, Son of Late 

Shri Saheb Deen Singh, Ex.Extrq Departmental Branch 

Post Master P.O. Pachvat, District Basti. 

Aoplicant 

12dvocate 

Versus 

	

1. 	Supdt. Posts, Basti. 

	

2, 	
Director of Postal Services, Office of 

PM, GoraRhpur. 

3. Union of India through secretary, Ministry 

of Comm4nications, New Delhi-1. 

Respondents 

B~ Advocate Shri S.C.  Tri, 1  

ORDER( Oral ) 

By HonIble Mr.S,K.I, Nagyi&Mber (J) 
The applicant has come up impugning 

the punishment order dated 12.10.92, copy cf which 

has been annexed as annexure -1 and the appellate 

order dated 16.12.1992, through which the appeal 

of the applicant has been dismissed. 
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2. 	 As per applicant's case, he w s 

subjected to departmental disciplinary proc edings 

on tho charge of mis-appropriation,4s much s that 

on 13.10.1988, Shri Satya Narain Singh depo ited 

a sum of Rs.14p00/- in Branch Post Office, P chwatt 

and h nded over the amoutt to the applicant who 

was pasted there as Branch Post ‘laster but the 

applicant made entry of Rs.3000/- in the led er 

and c nverted the rest of Rs.10,000/- to his own 

use. After the due departmental inquiry, t 

punis ment order was passed through which t e 

applicant was dismissed from service. Agai st 

this ounishment ordet', the applicant prefe red 

appea but could not succeed there and the same 

was d smissed vide order dated 16.12.1992 .nd not 

he ha. come up before the Tribunal seeking re-

dress 1 against the punishment order as we 1 as 

the appellate order mainly on the ground chat 

due p ocedure has nct been adopted. He wa- denied 

oppor unity to defend himself 	not pr•viding 

copie of the documents for which he made equest 

durin the inquiry and also that the evide ice has 

not been assessed in right prospective. T e pun- 

ishm t and appellate order have been pass d on 

  

pres ption and surmises. 

3. The respondents have contest -d the 

case and supported -the dtbpartmental procee ings 

and .rders passed. 

4. Heard, the learned counsel for the 

part es and perused the record. 
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5. 	 The punishment order and the a is, 

ellate order flow out of findings in the inq uiry 

proceedings but no relief has been sought in respect 

of imqui ry report nor the same has been impu ned in 

the 	ter. If the arguments placed from ti e side 

of the applicant are considered and the fact- narr-

ated i respect of inquiry report are taken i nto 

accoun•even that it will not be of much he p to 

the applicant because here during judicial eview 

we are not expected to go deep in side the inquiry 

procee pings or to give findings on evidence or 

evident iary value of the evidence,which cam 

during the inquiry. 

6. 	 So far as the punishment orde is 

conce ed, it is not in dispute that the sa e has 

been •.ssed by the c mpetent authority. Th- perusal 

of th= order shows that it is w2 4
11 detailed and the 

punis ment authority has exercised his mind to arrive 

at co elusion. So far as the appellate order is 

conce i ned, copy of wnich has been annexed s anne-

xure -1, it also goes to show that the sa e has not 
all 

been •.ssed mechanically andLthe relevant acts have 

been I onsidered before deciding the appeal 

7. 	
For the above, we do not fin any 

group•to set aside either of the two impu ned 

orde s. The Q.A. is dismissed being devoid of 

meri •. No order as to costs. 

Member (A) 	 Member ( ) 


