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CENTRAL ADWINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL« 3ABALPUR BENCH. 3ABALPUR

Original Application No» 716 of 1999

Jabalpur, this the 3rd day of December, 2003.

Hon'ble l*lr. M.P, Singh, Vice Chairman
Hon'ble Mr. G. Shanthappa, Oudicia. Member

Laloo Singh
Rathore, S/o late
Shri Mauashilal
Rathore, aged 37
years, R/o Post
Songarha, District
Panna(M.=.) APPLICANT

(By Advocate - Shri S. Paul)

VERSUS

1, Union of India,
through its
Secretary,
Department of
Post, Nau Dlhi.

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

3. Superintendent,
Post Offices,
Chhatarpur Div.
Chhatarpur. RESPONDENTS

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

ORDER (ORAL)

By M.P. Singh, Vice Chairman

By filing this OA the applicant has sought following

main reliefs

(ii) Set aside the Order dated 28-11-1997 and dated
Annexure-A—1 & Annexure—A—2, respectively}

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

2. The facts of the case in brief are that the applicant
was working as Extra Departmental Branch Post Master (in short
EDBPM^ at Sugraha(Pawai). a charge sheet was issued on
28.11.97(AnnBxure-A-1) levelling following articles of charge
against himj-
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16.9.93 ;tt ^ giiqf ■ 5}~, ■ •"' 35 9l/93/ya.i,1.
PlJwta,^ -& |9,j,5t ,„ CHI -^..l,., ru rM3ca?
9'lfalPl'gT 3Ht5t 3} 3^,„„ S,"t,'^"' ,^-'''''' H»M

f^i "ifl Ri;o ijidU 3-u<3'd-,1 iiiii^ifiAei i?! oM.jid^r oruid
^ cprf cp^r^ *4G ^ll^l olU>U5 Tl McH.jl 3lfddi,i Jt]j!i
SlJ^cP f^s^r % SlcPl .dU Slclii^ ?l(^ll 5l3iU?
(^<l«niac47 1% 177 ^ 7JFc5E|5T 3rt<J ^<rl|Si^l4l rldl idiocdRl^
*[t[5t 5[i^^ it HHir IJH4 3ir^r.t. fd. (jiVl':'. (3tiy<?u|
12^ ^Lcit) 1964 17 '^l 3'(fc5E|5^ fU-i^ir I

"ZT?" fcp cOiTi.^ nti? iilrit? ^MrlcPrl cPUllcSd it aicinU
it cfnfrC olUl -fef; -r||aiH 'td 31R.CU.S. oU
t^^cp "sicpEi^ -q^^t "^q "dbu^ HIM 3uv-^ c.-rciiirj fcpru ri'-n
ny it ortq "d? cHl3rt5nr1 liJR oJ- ,>'i !4lf^ ni.X.|/( cfij f';^/| 4.^1
U^jR ottq it qCftll (^ill sflel "^i-tblir'lqjl HHiy 14 iRlU'rt 3^
WIT srf^.fct. FoP^ (3rra^?qi -b^ itm^ Pliisiicicit i964 ^ 17 -gq
Jrcitlq fcpur I

^  -41 cy-crc^ Fit:? ^ -SqilcFrl cPmtcSSl TSqitcFft
srafll it cPTzf Wiri 413 dtrgrtl" ^ITHt olSllcpaf it islfr^ ^
.PtcPRtt cfRcn^ -qrq?i; dT^ddncp Tim ^ ncpn ^ddn^u' Wm
^  qcpR c[? T^JiPT^ ^"" cPr^cf^^i qqm ii;?si^ it auiwc^ nit
Sun Frt^ ■5RT 3lt^. %. FoP^ (3T1^U| 5-^ -^gi) fit^iniiac^l 1964 ^

17 ?pc 3t*c6fciq: f^pztr i'



3. An ■nquir/ efficar uas appointai to invaatigato tha

charges. After conclusion of the enquiry, the enquiry officor

held tha charges proved. Tha applicant uas given a copy of

tha findings of tha enquiry report. Tha applicant nado a

representation against tha finding of tha enquiry officer.

After csnaidaring tha rapraaantation of tha applicant and

tha relevant Material available on record, tha disciplinary

authority imposed tha penalty af removal from service to tha

applicant vide impugned order dated 28.11 .97 (Annaxure-A-^l)•

The applicant has filed an appeal against the order of tha

disciplinary authority and the same has been rajectad b^y tha

appellate authority vide impugned order dated 9.(1.98

(Annexura-A-2). Hence this OA.

4. Heard the learned counsel for the applicant and reapendants.

5. The learned counsel for the applicant has cubnitted that
(

the punishment of removal from service impeseden the
I

applicant is dieproportienate to the gravity of the offence

cammitted by him. It is uall settled preposition of leu that

this Tribunal cannat reappracidte the evidence and also go in

to the quantum of the punishment unless it shocks the conscious

of the eourt. In this ease ue find that the disciplinary

authority has follousd the laid down procedure under the Rules

end conducted the proper enquiry before imposing the penalty.

The applicant has also boon givon a copy of the enquiry report.

Thus he has been affored tha opportunity of hearing. The

principles of natural Justice have thus boon followed in

this case.

5. As regard the contentien ef the learned counsel for the

applicant that the penalty of removal from service imposed on

the applieant is disproportionate to tha gravib of the offence,

this Tribunal cannot go into that aspect of the matteriHouever.

the applicant is at liberty to file a revision if permittod
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untfsr th« Rulss, and tha Ra\/iaion»l Autharity may eansidar tha

quantum af puniahmant impaaad on tha appl^mamt in arrardanca

with tha Rulaa and law. Tha OA ia diapasad af uith tha

abav/a abaarvationa. Na aaata.

(G.^Shanthappaj
Oudiaial nambar Vic a Chairman
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