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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD B ENGH 

ALLAHABAD. 

O.A. No.1424 of 2000 

Th is the 26th day of N0 vembe r 2002 

HON' BL£ SHRI M.P. SINGH, MEMBER (A) 

Pratam Singh Parmar. 
S/o Shri Sri Ferri Singh Parmar, 
R/o Village Manepure, Pos t Off ice 
Goharari, District f atehpur. • ••• Applicant 

(Shri K.P. Singh with Shri D.S. Parmar~ Advocates) 

\Lersus 

1. ·Director• Postal Services, 
Kanpur Region, Kanpur. 

2. Superintendent of Post Offices, 
f atehpur Division, ~atehpur, 
Pi n cude - 212601. 

3. The Union of India through Secretary, 
Ministry of Communication, Govt. of India, 
New Delhi. • ••• Respondents. 

(Shri v.v. Mishra, Advocate) 
CIR DER (ORAL) 

In this OA, the applicant is challenging the order 

dated 25.4.2000 passed by the respondent no.2 and order dated 

5.9.2u00 passed by the respondent no.1 • 

2. The brief f a&ts of the case, as stated by the applicant, 

are that the applicant, while he ha~ been working as Senior 

Postmaster, Ko daj aha nab ad, uis t r ict - f atehpur, ... was . issued 
Charge 

alMemo dated 14.1.2000 under rule 16 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 

1965 alleging gross negligence in discharging the official . 
' · L''· th tthe applicant had acted 

duties. In the char~e~memo , it Wd ~ alsB .alleged .Lin contravention 

o f Rule 58 of F~3 Vol.-I and Rule 204 (A) of Postal Ma n. Vol.III read with 
of 

• 

Rule 9 of P~stal Man. V~loVI Part-III as amended by Dte.~Commun-
in 

ication dated 10.10.1 996 and thus the same has resulted~the loss 

of Rs.49,800/- to the Government. The applicant vide letter 

dated 21.2.2000 has submitte d his reply t o the chargesheet to 

the respondent no.2 stating that the allegatiu ns are vague and 

misconc~ived. The respondent no.2 vide mmpugned order dated 

25.4.2000 held the applicant responsible for alleged negligence 

in discharging his duties and imposed the penalty of recovery 
' 

-.... 



(2) 

of Rs.24.800/- from his pay. The applicant has filed his 

appeal dated 12.5.2000 (Annexure A-6) to th.e appellate author i ty 

against the aforesaid order passed by the disciplinary authority 

and the appe+late authority has rejected the aforesaid appeal 

vide order dated S.9.2000. Aggrieved by this, he has filed 

the present OA seeking direction to quash and set aside the 

order da t ed 25.4.2000 (Annexure A-1) and order dated 5.9.2000 

(Annexure A-2) passed by the respondent no.2 and respondent no.1 

respectively and has also sought a directiJ n to the respondents 

to ~efund the amount already deducted from his salary with 18% 

interest thereon. 

3. Respondents in their reply have stated that an incident of 

theft was committed at Koda Jahanabad Post Off ice in the night 

of 28/29.12.1998 by breaking the southern side wall of the post 

ofrice in uhidl cash worth Rs.49.800 closed in cash bag of Amauli 

Post Off ice to Bindki Post Off ice, which was kept in the Regist-

ered bag from Amouli to Bindki Poat Office in an unscheduled way 

was stolen by thieves. On unscheduled retention, sub Postmaster 

should have made arrangements for safety of the retained bags and 

at least it should have either been locke d in the steel almirah 

provided in the post office or at least the box in which begs 
have been securely 

were reported kept unlocked .shoul.O L locke d. The appliC?flt did 
I 

not do any thing for security of the retained bags. Thus, he has 

committed gross negligence in performing his official duties, 

which re sulted a loss J f Rs.49,800/- to the Government. It was 

further found that the applicant himself has frequently remitted 

cash much above his authorised limit of remittance in cash bag 

as prescribed in Rule 9 of Postal Man. Vol. VI as amended from 

time to time. He was given an opportunity to submit his defence 

representatiun. On receipt or the Memu, the applicant had submit­

ted his representati ~ n on 21.2.2000. The aforesaid defence -re~ 

resentatiu n • bad r, been ·· x xxx )!.x taken into consideration ;h~t 

the same was not found convincing and satisfactory. His liobility 

for the said loss was as sessed and he was awarded the punishment 

of recover y of Rs . 24 ,800/- from his ~ay vide Memo d!ted 25.4.2000. 

According t u the res pondents, the applicant has not ex hausted all 

the channel of a ppeal as he should ha.ue preferred a revisiun 
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?a titiJ n against the aforesaid order of the appellat authority to 

Me~b er (P) Postal S~rvices Board before filing the present DA. 

Jn view of the aforesaid submiasi~ ns, the OA is witnout merit and 

the s ame is liable to be dismissed with costs. 

Haard learned counsel for the rival contesting parties and 

par u s a d t he material placed on record. 

s. J ur 1ng the course of the arguments, learned counsel for the 

r es~ondant s has submitted that the applicant has not exhausted 

a l l t he departmental remedies before approaching the Tribunal. 

6 . l aar ned CJ unsel f or t ne applicant has no objection, if the 

? r ssant JA is di s~J sed or with a dir 2 cti~n to t ne applicant t o 

f .i i e a r 2vi s i ..Jn pet i tion t o t 11 e revisiunal auth ority and 1.he . 
sa~a . -is -· - dispo s ed of by the revisi ~ nal authority within a 

sti Ju l a tad period. 

7 . I fi nd f orce i n t he submis siuns made by the learned counsel 

for c~a r espondent s and hiving re ~ard t u t he aforesaid submissions 

af t~ e lear ned counsel f or t he applicant, t ne case of the applicant 

i s ra-ict e d back t o t he respondents. The applicant is directed to 

r i l e a r evi s i : n petiti~ n within a period of one months from the 

a~e ~r r;cai~ c of a certified copy of this order. Thereafter 

~he ras~ondent ~ are directed to consider the revisiun petition 

:~ d als3 t he Jres ent OA as a part of his revision petition and 

Dass a reasoned a nd s peaking order within a period of three months 

r r ' - ~na date of receipt o r the revision pe tition of the applicant. 

s . T E pr es:nt OA is dis posed or in t he aforestated terms. 

(M.P. Singh) 
Member (A) 
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