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IN THE CRM ADMIISTRA2IVE TRIBUNAr. 
QJT2( BENCH; CUTTACY,  .- 

CRIGIt'AL ALICATICN NO.628 OF 1995 

3irsha Rem Sunari, 	 Ap1iCJt. 

vr. 
Union of Indie & Ors. 	... 	 Resde1ts. 

., 
L.whether it be referccj to the reporters or fl0t7 

2. 	whether it be circuleted to all the Bches of the 

/-o 
/ 	 I 
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CWjrRAL ADMENI STRATI V TRIBUNAL 
JTACK BCH; CUTTACK.  

0 
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 629 OF 1995 
T€Ethi 	 3 

THE 110,NOURA:3LE MR. 3.N .SOM, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
AND 

THE HONOUA3LE MR. MANORANJAN MCWNTY, MEMJ (JUt)L.). 

•• 

Birsha Ram Sunari, 
5/..5ri Bhade aam sunari, 
Atrest werking as pestal Assistant, 
At/Po:5ama1puC Mad pest Office, 

	

Dist:Sam1PUt1. 	 ..•• 	Applicant, 

By legal practitioner i Mr. V.K.Padh.t,Advecate. 

vrs. 

Union of India through its Secretar',Ministry, 	of 
c.mtin.anicetiori,tak 3hawan, New Delhi1.10 001, 

Postmaster Geral( rnlpUr Region). 
At/Po/Di5t.SaL.alUr_1. 

Directer of postal Services (Saalr), 
At/Po/Dist. Sruoal1r1. 

Sr.gujerintendent of post Offices, 
sambalP.lr Division. 
At/P. :Samoal pir, Di st. Saff3a1 purl, 

Rescondeit$. 

By legal practitinn*r 2 M. A.K.BOSe.SefliCr standing COunsel. 

0 	R D R 

	

F 	.1.3 ER (JU DI CIAL) a 

Applicant (Birsa Ram Sunari) neing proceeded in a 

Disip1inary proceedings under Rule-16 of the Ctral Civil 

Services (clssification,control and Appeal) Rules,1965,wos 

imposed with a punishm€nt (.f recovery of .15,000/- on a 

monthly instalm&t of 0.500/- w.e.f. July,]995) on 24.4.95 
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and his his apea1 dated, 10,7.1995 (Annexur&.2) having been 

rejected (under Annexur..9 dated 05.02.1996) , he has 

preferred this original Application under Section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 challeiging the 

orders of the Disciplinary Authority as well, as of the 

Appellate Authority by branding the sane to be illegal, 

arbitrary and unjust, 

2. 	Pact of the case is that while the Applicant was 

working as Mail Assistant of Sambalp,r Head post Office, 

an account oag (for Metijharan Sub p•st Office) containing 

rnittance of k.16,920/..) was handed ever to him (by 

shri Safltosh Kumar Maharana) for being delivered at the  

destination being placed in a mail Bag. Because of hi 

lapse, the said mail bag was missed; resulting loss of 

.16,920/.. to the Department. Ultimately, a proceedings 

under Rule..16 of the CS(CCA)Rules,1965 was initiated 

against : which ended with the ord0r of punishment of 

recovery of a,.15,000/.. from the Applicant: which was 

confirmed in apea1. The Applicant, in support of his 

plea of innscency, has submitted before the Authorities 

in apeaj(urzder Annexure...2 dated 10.7.1995) that the oag, 

in question, was handed over to him oy the rreasur.r of 

sambalpur Head  post Office;instead of by the Sub-Acout 

Asst; that no mail b•x was provided to him(the mail Asst) 

till the date of missing of the mail bag of Motijharan 

Sub post Office; that the xinishent of recovery of .15,000/-

is not a just and fair decisien(as, the circumstances in 

which h, was compelled to work on 1.3.1995 had not been 
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taken into consideration); that he was asked to do the 

work of Mail Asst.as well as Delivery AsSt. and that,on 

01.03.1995, he 3raflch Pest Office was shifted to the 

delivery Hall,where, apart-from many officials di5charging 

their duties,public were entertag freely into the hail 

and that, due to the said situaticn he CoUld not ke0p 

watch of the same properly. Lastly it has ocen preyed by 

the pp1icant(in his appeal) that missing of the mail beg 

of Motijharan s.c. on 01.03,1995, was oeyofld  his cont" rol 

and he was no to be held responsible for the said mishap, 

Re$pofld*ts have filed their count0r explaining 

the facts in detail and stating therein that since the 

ppliCEflt was h,ld responsi3le for sucx missing of the 

be; (causing a loss to the DeErtment) ;cOnsidering the 

facts of the case, the disciplinary authority ordered 

for recovery to make good of the loss, 

TAe have heard Mr.P.1.padhi,Leed, Counsel appearing 

for the Applicant and Mr.A.1<.30se,Learned senior Standing 

Counsel df the Union of India, appearing for the respondents 

and perused the records, 

Law is well settled in a plethora of judicial 

pronouncements of different Courts in the country that 

in a disciplinary proceedings, the powers of the Courts/ 

Triounals are very limited.Interference of the courts/ 

Tribunals,in such matters, are only possiole where natural 

justice has Deen denied to the dlinquent, the findings 

arrived at y the Inquiring Officer and/or b the Disciplinary 



H 
Authority/Apel1ate Authority are based on no records 

and that, the interferice is also pOsSi4le if the 

punishmt is disroortiondte to the graviety of the 

charg'of fence or shocking to the conscience of judiciary, 

6. 	In this instant case,neither ftthe pleadings nor 

during the oral hearinglearned counsel for the Applicant 

has ever pointed out any such irregularity/i1egal it7 

in the matter of proceedings initiated against him.e also 

find that the punishmt imosed by the Disciplinary 

Authority as confirmed by the AppellRte Authority,is not 

so harsh recuiring this Tribun.al to interference in the 

matter - rather the Same is 3 lenit Ofle.rhe poits 

raised by the Applicant in his Original Application and 

during oral hearing have already been considered by the 

Authorities; who have c0nciou5ly passed the order of 

unishmt.rhjs Triuna]l, not ociric the Appellate Authority 

to sit over the decision of the Disciplinary Authorit or 

the Appellate Authorit is not competent to reasses. the 

evidences on record. 

7. in the above said premises,we find no merit in this 

Original A licationi ; which is accordingly disrnissed.No co5ts, 

	

(B. N • Sc __- 	 (tN C ANJAN r HA TY) 

	

TCEC1IM\N 	 MEM3ER(JUr)IIAL) 


