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CENTRAL ADMIN ISTEATIVE TRIBUN AL 
CTJTmACK BENCH 

ORIGINAL APPLIC'TION NO. 38 OF 1987. 

Date of decision 	... 	March 30,1982, 

Fajaya Bosi, aged about 57 years, 
sb- P.Rosi, 3D0 ( Postal),Teyprre (if), 
.t present In Gunupur, P1st- Yornput. 

aI 	 1Jcnt. 

VerSUS 

UnIon of 
represented by Postnmster Gener,Oriss Circle, 
Bhubpnesr- 751 001. 

Senor3up€r1nt(-ndent of Post Ofnices, 
Korput DF'ision, ieypore 	74 001. 

Sri B4ena,Inqu:ry Ofc1cer_cun1_Sen1or Siperitendent 
of PostCfIces, Purl Dlirlsion,Purl_ 752 001. 

Respondents. 

M/s P.V.Pamdas & 
B.K.Panda, Advoctes 	 .. 	ForApplicant. 

Mr. A.B.M1sra,r. Standing 
Counsel ( Central) 	 .. 	For BespoAdents. 

C 0 P. A M : 

THE HON 'BLE n,. R.P.  ATLL, HICE CHAIRMft 

AND 

THE HON'BLE MP. K.P.ACPM7A,ME9EF ( TUDICIAL) 

Whether reportersof local papers have 1een 
permitted to see the Judgment ? Yes 

To hereferred to the Reporters or not ? i61 

Wbet1er Their Lordships wish to see the fair 
copy of the judgment ? Yes 
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U P GM E N T 

.ACTFYA,TREB (T),  In this application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant challenges 

the initiation of a proceeding under Rule 14 of the C.C.S. 

( cc 	Rules, 1985. 

2. 	Shortly stated, the case of the applic2nt 

is that he is a member of the scheduled caste anr' was serving 

as Savings Bank Development Of'icer at Jeypore. A proceeding 

has been drawn up against the applicant on 22.4.1987 on four 

items of charge which are as follows :- 

	

(1) 	Thepetltioner had taken a total amount of Ps.tOO/- 

in three instalments-Th.200/- in each instalment, 

i.e, on 1.10.1985, 8.10.85 and 24.10.85, but in 

his T..bi1l he had mentioned about tio instalments 

only he, ?.400/-. 

	

(ii) 	The petitioner while 1 unctioning as Savings ank 

Dereiopment 0ficer o Koraput Division visited 

.Teypore and Bhaanipatna Head Office in December, 

1985, Augist, 1986, Oct&ier, 86, November,1986 

and flecerfer, 1986 and took no action to bring down 

the pendency of Saving Bank objections substantia-

lly ad thus he a1led to maintain devotion of to 

duty as enjoined in Ru'e 7 (1) (ii) of C.C.S. 

(Conduct ) Rules, 1964. 

(iii) 	The petitioner did not submit copies of fortnightly 

tour diaries shoving the number of vork.i performed 

by him during his visit to Bhawanipatna Head 

ç,ffice. 
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(iv)The petitioner unnecessarily used service 

postage stamps in sending telegrams to his 

higher authorities alleging un authorised 

thdrajal of certain money from the S.B. 

Account of a deceased pdrson. 

Prayer of the petitioner 	is that the proceeding should 

he quashed. 

in their counter , the Opnosite 	rties maintained 

that there being a priia fade case against the petitioner, he 

is being proceeded against and the Bench should not interfere 

at this stage till the finality is reached and the guiit or 

otherise of the petitioner is adjudicated by the competent 

authority. 

4. 	 We have heard Mr. P.V.Eamdas, learned counsel for 

the petitioner and Mr. A.B.Misra, learned Sr. Standing Counsel 

for the Central Government at some length on the merits of the 

case. At the out set e uiust say that it was vehemently opposed 

by the learned Sr. Standing Counsel that matters of this nature 

should be left to the discretion of the disciplinary authority 

and his discretion should not he interfered unless and until 

the proceeding is concluded • We have given our anxious 

consideration to the arguments adranced at the Bar on this 

question but we feel inclined to say that if the charges appear to 

us to be trlffling in nature, Ne donot think it just and expedient 

and so also equitable to make the petitioner to face the hazards 

of an Inquiry. From the records, we find that though the 

petitioner had taken an adance of Ps.bOO/- on three different 

instalments as mentioned above and had submitted his T.A.bill 

on 4.11.1985 shoiing that he had taken an advance of Ps.400/- 

yet it would be found from record that in October, 1986 the 
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petitioner voluntarily submitted to his higher authorities 

that a sum of P.200/- more shouldbe deducted and recovered from 

him as he had taken an advance of P'.600/-.Th1s action on the 

part of the petitioner proves his bonafide and therefore, we 

find no adequate reason to proceed against the petitioner in a 

departmental inquiry especially in a proceeding under Rule 14. 

As regards the charge as per item No.2 is concerned, 

It appears to e vapue. By charging a particular person that he 

had not substantially reduced the pendency of the S.B. 

objections carries no meaning at all. It ould he ahso'utely 

difficult on the part of the delinquent to meet the chrge 

becase we cannot understand what does the department mean 

by saying 'substantially'. The charge should alays be 

specific and not vague 

As regards charge no.3 it is not also specifically 

stated the period for which the petitioner did not submit crpies 

of his fortnightly diaries. From the language couched in the 

charge we are of opinion that probably the department wants 

to charge the petitioner for not having given his fortnightly 

tour diary for the entire period he bas served. It can also 

be interpreted in another way that the department has charfted 

the petitioner for not giiing  tie fortnightly report 'or a 

particular period . Therefor,the 	iod not having been 

specified, this charge is equally vague. 

As regards item No.4 of the charge we are of 

opinion that the petitioner had admittedly sent to telegrams 

to hishigher authorities in regard to the unauthorised 

withdrawal of money from a particular S.13.Aocount. This was 

an official report. The petitioner did not make this report 

in his private capacity to his higher authorities.Therefore, 
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we donot find any illegality committed by the petitioner 

to have used the service postage stamps. 

5. 	 From the aforesaid discussions, it is apparently 

clear that not only there is some bona 4'ide on the part of the 

petitioner in regrd to item no.1 of the charge but the charges 

are go very trirfling in nature an does not warrant a 

proceeding under Rule 14 of the C.C.S.(OCA)Fules, 1964. The 

more extenuating circumstance which weighed with us is that the 

proceeding was initiated since 22.4.1987 and even though one 

year has elapsed as yet the proceeding has not ma'e any head 

way and there has been clear deviation of the guide-lines given 

by the Director General of Posts that every proceeding should 

be disposed of within 120 days from the date of its initiation. 

To add to this, we are informed that the petitioner would 

retire in May, 1988 and therefore we donot like that he should 

again face the hazards of an inquiry which should have been 

long coipleted. Before we part with this aspect we would alsc 

like to add that the Director General of Posts & Telegraphs in 

his letter No. T/13-1-65 IV dated 18.1.86 has observed that 

in cases of trivial nature disciplinary proceeding is not the 

proper method but on the conrary steps should he taken to 

reform the employees so much so the Director General roes to 

the extent of saying : 

it 	 Fastidiousness 	zeal to clean 
administrp.tion 1, y punitive action 
alone can no longer he effective 
in present day context when number 
and complevity of cases have increased 
manifold ". 

we feel that this case comes squarely within the guidelines 

laid by the Director General of Posts in the above mentioned 

çtter. Taking into consideration the facts and circumstances 



of the case , w e ftel inclined to say that the proceeding 

should not continue PFainst the !etitioner and the 

proceeding is her&y quashed exonerating the petitioner 

from the chRrpes 

6. 	 Thus, the Ppplicntion is allowed lering the 

parties to henr their on costs 

.......e..•....... 	S.. 

i rner ( Tudcial). 

R.R. PATEL , VICE CHAIFMAN , 	9 
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Cuttack Bench. 

March no, 1988ioy, SPA. 

30 
S.... ••S •SS••SSS I •S ••SS•S 

Vice Chairman. 


