CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JASALPUR BENCH, JABALPUR

Original Application No., 716 of 1999

Jabalpur, this the 3rd day of December, 20033.

Hon'ble Mr. M.P, Singh, Vice Chairman
Hon'ble Mr. G. Shanthappa, Judicia., Mamber

Laloo Singh
Rathore, S/o late
Shri Mawashilal
Rathore, aged 37
years, R/o Post

Songarha, District
ngnga(m.5.) APPLICANT

(By Advocate - Shri S. Paul)

VERSUS

1, Union of India,
t hrough its
Secretary,
Department of
Post, New Dlhi.

2. Director,
Postal Services,
Mm.P. Circle,
Bhopal

3. Superint endent,
Post 0Offices,
Chhatarpur Div.
Chhatarpur. RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate - Shri P.Shankaran on behalf of Shri $.C.Sharma)

0 R DER {(ORAL)
By M.P. Singh, Vice Chairman :-

By filing this 0A the applicant has sought following

main reliefs :-
(ii) Set aside the Order dated 28-11-1997 and dated
9-11-98 Annexurs-A-1 & Annexure-A-2, respectively $

(iii) Direct the respondents to re-instate the
appliqant with Pull back wages and other consequential
benefits as if impugned order is never nasced;

2. The facts of the case in brief are that the applicant
was working as Extra Departmental Branch Past Master (in short
'EDBPM) at Sugraha(Pawai). A charge sheet was issued on
28.11.97(Annexure-A-1) levelling following articles of chargs

against him;:-
-
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3. An snquiry efficer was appointed to investigate ths

charges. After conclusion of the enquiry, the enquiry efficer
held the charges proved. The applicant was given a cepy of
the findings of the enquiry repert. Ths applicant made a
representation against the finding of the enquiry effiecer,
After censidering the representation of the applicant and
the relevant material available en recerd, the diseiplinary
authority imposed ths penalty ef remeval from service te ths
applicant vide impugned order dated 28.11.97 (Annaxure-A-1).
The applicant has filed an appsal against the order of the
disciplinary autherity and ths same has been rejested by the
appellate authority vide impugned order dated 9.11.98

(Annexure-A-2). Hence this OA.
4. NHeard the lsarned counsel for the applicant and respendents.

5. The learned counsel fer the appliecant has submitted that
the punishment ef removal frem sgervice imposl{on ths

applicant is disproportienats te the gravity ef the offence
cemmitted by him, It is well ssttled prepesition of law that
this Tribunal sannet rsapprecidte the svidence and alse go in
to the quantum of the punishment unless it shecks the censcisus
of the court. In this case we find that the disciplinary
autherity has felleusd the laid down procsdure under ths Rules
and conducted the preper esnquiry before impesing the psnalty.
The applicant has alse bessn given a cepy ef the enguiry repert.
Thus he has been affored the eppertunity ef hsaring. The
principles of natural justice have thus bsen felleved in

this case.

5. As regard the sontentien ef the learned ceunssl fer the
applicant that the psnalty of remeval from servicse impessd on
the applicant is disprepertionate to the gravity ef the effence,
this Tribunal cannet ge inte that aspsct ef the matter.housver.

the applicant is at liberty te file a revisien if permitted
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under ths Rules, and the Revisional Autherity may censider the
quantum ef punishment imposed on the appléesnt in accerdance
with the Rules and lau. The OA is dispesed ef uith the

sbeve obgservations. Ne eosts.

Judieial Member Vice Chairman
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