
IN THE CENTRAL ?MINITrIvE T113UNAL, 
CUTJJCK 3ENCH: CUi"11(. 

OiGINAL Z-PLICTIjN N3.237 OF 1991 

CuLtack, this the 	day of 4,1995 

Uttam Kuncjr Budhia 	... 	 ppiicant 

\Trs. 

Union of India and others ... 	Respondents. 

(FOR INSTRUCTIONS) 

Whether it be referred to the Reporters or not? No 

hether it be circulated to all the Benches 
of the Central Administra- Ive Tribunal or not? 

J. 
(H . R.-%JL 	 UP 
MEMB( 	IJRArIvE) 

I-,  
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IN THE CENTL 	 TRIBUN, 
CUTTA CK EENCH:CUj'TK. 

ORIGLNz.L A-PLLJATIJN N0.237 OF 1991 

	

Cuttack, this the 	day of A ,1995 

CORAN: 

HON 'BLE SHRI H.RAJENLj PRD ,i± BER(NIN LTRATIVE
AM 

 

HON I  E3L LHi(I P 

Uttam Kurnar 3udhia, 
son of Ananta OhaLan 3uohia, 
of vi11age-Ksrncir(f, 
j) .O-Kalnarda,Via...Narla,L'jst.Kalahandj 	... 	Apolicant 

By the Advocates 	- 	Srnt.Meera Ds & 
Mr ,Ii i Dh nty 

-versus- 

A) 	Union of India 
through the ecretary, 
Government of India, 
Department of Post, 
New Deiui. 

3) 	SupLr.Lntendcnt of Post Jffices, 
Bolangir Division, 
At/P .3-Bolangi r, 
Dist .Bolangir. 

C) 	Superintendent of Post & Je1egrah, 
BhawaniaLna, At/P .O-i3hawaniLatna, 
L)ist .Kalahandi. 

D) 	Enquiry Officer-cum-Assistant 
Superintendent of PO•(HR), 
1<alahendi Livisicn, 
3hawanipatna, 
t/p . 3-Bhawanioatna, 

Djst.Kaaahandi 

By he Advocate 

Respondents. 

Mr,AK .Misra. 

S.. 
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ORDE p. 

P 	 The applic ant was appointed 

as 	 Kamarda, on 3.1.1986. The  

Kesinga (Respondent E) pail a visit to the Branch 

Post Dffice and found some irregularities,and 

on that basis, a chargesheet dated 27.2.1989, ihich 

haF been annexed as Annexure-3, was issued. Consequently 

a departmental proceeding was initiated against the 

applicant under Rule 8 of P. & tT• E.D.Agents (C&s) 

Rules,1964 and the Inquiring Officer submitted the 

inquiry report on 18.7.1990. Subsf;c: ucnuiy on 31.8.1990 

under Annexure-8 the disciplinary authority, the 

Superintendent f Post Jffices, Kalahandj iiv1sin 

(Aespon.entC) passed the impugned order imposing 

the punisbmnt of removal from service with immediate 

effect. The 	'_''ant has challenged the saine and 

sought the reliefs of quashing Annexure-8 and allowing 

him the full salary from the date of hi put off suty, 

viz. 21.10.1988 till the date of his re-appointnent, 

2. 	 The Respondents havE 	oed that 

the disciplinary authority has gone into the matter in 

detail and came to the conclusin rightly and passed 

the impugned order of removal from service. The 

applicant has not challenged the authority of the 

disciplinary authority to pass the said punishent. 
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3. 	 The ap1icant has challenged 

the order passed in Annexure8 on V IU grounds. 

But, however, the iespondents have submitted in 

paragraph 6 of their counLer as follows : 

'tThe petitLner has not preferred 
any,, appeal addressed to Director Postal 
Services, Berknour through the Respondent 
No-C or c•J,.x:cci 	io 
appellate authority.' 

This has not been challenged by the applicant seri::usly. 

The apolicant hijuscif Oca1±L tnat he has not exhausted 

the statutory remedy of preferring an appeal against 

the order passed by Respondent NO.C. 

ZL 	 dthout going into the merits of the 

case, we find that this Tribunal should not be trEated 

as a fiLst a llac authority with regard to these 

macters. aince a statutory appeal has been provided, 

it is not correct f.r erie applican to approach the 

£ribunal without exhausting the remedy of preferring 

an appeal against the order passed by the disciolinary 

authority, therefore, we permit che applicant to orefer 

an appeal to ths Director of Postal ervices as mentioned 

in the counter, within four weeks from Lhe date of 

this order and direct the Director oi Posal Services 

to dispose of thE s& 	thin eight weeks from the date 

of receipt of the appeal by him, preferred by the 

applicant. With his, the iriginal App1iction is 
disposed of. Ther will be no orders as to costs. 

4,  __ 	P 
RAJE 	 (p . uRy 	is 

MEN3LR(MSTRrIVE) 	 M4BDn(JinIciAL) 

Ave 9'r 

A.Nayak,.s, 


