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Dated: Allahabad, this 8th day of Novemberj  2300 

Coxan: Hon' ble Mr. Ref q Udd in, JM 

Hon' ble Mr. a.swas 

ri final dAp21.iction_Nc.943 	1993 

DNij endra, Nath Sharma, 

Ex— E. D. Sub—Postmaster, 

i- anzanpur, District Budaun. 

rtpplican-t 
(By idvocate Sri Vivek 

Sri Vivek 
Srivastava 
S andilya) 

e-. sus 

1. Superintendent of Post Offices, Budaun. 

2. Jirector, Postal 6e.t. ices, 

   

Office of P.M. G. , Kanpur. 

3.  

   

    

4. Union of India, thro gh ecietary, 

..linistry of Communications, 

New De hi-1. 

(By Sri s. C. Tripathi, ounsel for 
the Respondents). 

di 	(Open Court) 

(Hontble Mr. ila iq Uddin, J.M.) 

The applicant, who was at the relevent tune 

working as -Extra Depart 

1,anzanpur, district Bud 

Mule 8 of 	D. Staff R 

appl ic ant did not keep 

custody as a result of 

issued. It was specifi 

ental Sub—Postmaster (EDSRA), 

uh, was proceeded 41004-1 under 

es. It was alleged that the 

he oblong Stamp in his con 

ihich bogus money orders were 

ally stated that bogus cpcs... 

Q,)  
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3118 ( liarnzannur) M. 0. No. 65T  dated 10.1. 85, M. 0. No.484 

and 485 dated 18.1.85 eac amounting to Ils.1,000/- 

and X.P. Telegrams to E. U S. P.M. Ranzanpur were issud 

on 25.1.85 to withhold t e payments of the aforesaid 

money orders. But, no re ly was received by the applicant. 

The matter was inquired b A. :. P. 0. Khiri, who found 

that bogus money orders amounting to i e.7,000/- were 

also paid by the applicant, who was himself preparing 

these bogus' money orders 'pressing them with his office 

stamp and sending the san- to the office for payment 

along with .1igh value lis by postal service. Gat of 

these transactions, loss •f Rs.18,4000/- was noticed, 

out of which Rs.9,000/- w s recovered and Rs.9,4000/- 

was to be recovered by th- D.M. frail payees. The Enquiry 

Officer submitted a report on 30.9.88 and on the basis 

of of findings of the En• iry Officer, the impugned 
, 

order was passed, whereby the applicant was removed 

from service. The applic nt submitted an appeal against 

the punishment order date 30.9.88 to theDirector, Postal 

Services, 0/0 P.M.G., U. P. Cir cle, Kanpur on 3.1.89,, 

which was rejected vide o 

the applicant also submit 

4.4.92 to the P.M.G., Bar 

dear dated 17.4.89. Thereafter, 

ed a Review Petition dated 

illy Region, Da eilly, which 

  

was decided by an order dated 14.10.92 and was rejected. 

2. 	By means of this QA, the applicanc seeks quashing 

of the punislinent order d ted 30.9.88, order dated 17.4.89 

passed by the appellate a thority and the order dated 

14.10.92 passed by the Re iewing Authority. The applicant 

has challenged the afores id orders, mainly on the ground 

that the real culprit in his case has been examined 

as prosecution witness a d there is no legal, direct 

and reliable evidence aga nst the applicant. 11-,  applicant 
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also claims that he was not supplied with additional 

documents during the course of enquiry and no preliminary 

enquiry was conducted in the p esent case. The applicant 

was also not supplied vith a copy of the enquiry report 

before submitzing his •efence. 

3. 	'de have heard 

and perused the record 

n at the outs 

punisi-ment o 

appeal by this Tribune 

be seen whether the e 

by providing the appli 

himself r not and whe 

available on the recor 

against the applicant. 

ie counsels for the parties 

carefully. It is pertinent 

t that he scope of judicial 

der and the order passed in 

is limited. It is only to 

quiry was conducted properly 

ant an opportunity to defend 

her there is some evidence 

to prove the allegation 

to menti 

review o 

4. 	In the present case, we find that the depat- 

mental f-poceedings against the applicant were conducted 

properly of tee affordin 

himself. airing the en 

against the applicant. 

proper opportunity to defend 

iry, six witnesses were examined 

The applicant also examined 

  

one witness in his defe ce. The applicant was permitted 

to cross—examine the wi nesses. There is no evidence 

on record'to show that 

copy of any relevant do 

the report of the thqui y Officer and the Enquiry Officer 

has discussed the evidence in detail and has made his 

own conclusion on the b sis of evidence. Similarly, 

  

the appellate authority has also passed a detailed 

he applicant was not supplied 

untnt. ode have also perused 

order, while rej ecting he appeal of the applicant. 
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therefore, do not find any justification with 

the findings of the Enq iry Office.1 and the conclusion 

Q f,..Q.614441 by -4he discipi ina 	authority for the reasons 

given by the appllate a thoiity fo 'ejecting the 

appeal. 

5. 	The learned counsel for the applicant has, 

however, urged that since the allegation against the 

applicant involves loss of fis.18,400/— only, the 

punishment is dispropor donate to the charge levelled 

against the applicant. This Tribunal is not an appellate 

authority to modify the unisi-ment awarded to the 

applicant. It is only the ackninistrati-ve authority 

to consider the request of the applicant to modify 

the pun is:  However in 	present case, we find 

that the applicant has a ready exhausted the remedy 

with the administrative uthorities. Therefore, we 

do not find merit in the present C. n. and the U.A. 

is dismissed. V° order as to costs. 

Nath/ 


