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IN THE CTRAL ADIaNISTRATIvE TRIBUNAL 
CUT PACK B CH : CU TTACK. 

O:IGINAL APPLICATION NO.503 OF 2000 
CUttack,this the 19th day of March, 2002. 

I3ijaya Kumar Panda. 	.... 	 A-plicant. 

vrs. 

Union of India & Ors. Resondts 

FOR INST}LJCTION5 

Whether it De referred to the rejcrters or not? 

whether it be circulated to all the Benches of 	j 
the Ctral Administrative Tribunal or nOt7 

(MANcNJAN MOHANTY) 	 (M. P. SI NGH) 
MEM) ER(JUDI CI AL) 	 MEM3 ER (ADZ'aNIsrRATI V) 



CTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIaJNAL 
OJTTAQ BCH: OJTTACK. 

ORIGII\AL APPLICATION NO. 503 OF 2000. 
Ctack,this the 19th day of Mrch7002. 

CO RAM: 

THE HONOURAi3LE 	P.SINGH,ME3ER(AnMINIsfpjTIv 
AND 

THE HONOURA3L E MR. iANORANJAN MOHANTY, MEM3ER(JUDIJ.). 
.. 

Bljaya Kumar panda (x_Ea3p1vi), 
(Mausuda Bazar Branch Office), 
S/O.Late Yiadhusudan Panda, 
Aged aoout 40 years, 
At/PO:Mausudha 3azar,Djst.3harak. 	.... 	App1icant 

y legal pr-ctitioner; LvVS.Akhay KU.Mishra, 
J.K. Swain, 
Advocat es. 

1.Union of India represented through Secretary, 
POStS,00vt,of India,New Delhi. 

2.Chief Postmaster Geral,Orjssa Circle, 
At/PO ;Bhuoaneswar,DjstKhurda  

3.Director of Postal Services,Orissa circle, 
Office of the Chief Postmaster General, 
Orissa,Bhubanear, DiSt.Khurda. 

4.Superintdent of Post Offices, 

	

ahadrak DiViSiOfl,At/po/Dist.Bhadrak. ... 	Respondents, 

By legal practitioner; Mr.S.a.Jena, 
Addl.Staridjno Counsel(Central). 
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ORD 

MR. 	M.P. SINGH, MEER(DNISTRAfIV;_ 

By filixkig this Original Application, the Applicant 

has prayed for the following reliefs; 

1n the facts and circumstances, above the 
order of the Disciplinary Authority vide 
Annexure_4 and the order dt.l. 5. 2000 
passed by the Appellate Authoriy vide 
Annexure-6 are liable to be set aside; 

AND 
pirther this I-bn'ole Tribunal may be 
graciously Pleased to direct the Opp, 
parties to pay all the financial Diefits 
to the aplicant from the date of dismissal; 

Pass any other order/orders as this Hon' ble 
Tribunal may deem fit and proper in this case0. 

2. 	The facts of this case are that the Applicant 

was working as EKtra Departmental Branch Post Master 

M1sudha Branch post Office. While working as such, 

he had proceeded departmitally. The following Articles 

of charges were levelled against him.; 

0ARTICtEI. 

Shti Bijaya Kumar Panda while working as EDBPM, 
Masudhaoazar in account with Motto SO during the 
period from 16-4-1987 to 10-3-1998 (F/N) On 15.6.93 
showed Rohifli M.O. N0.9712 dt.3.6.93 for R.1000/-
payable to 3aladei Panda paid by forging the 
t.T.I, of real. payee Baladei Panda and forging 
the signature of the iditifier sninath Panda on 
the paid voucher and accounted for the amount in 
Mousudha 3azar 3.0. acoount on 15-6-99 and utilised 
the value of the MO of Rs.1000/- for his Own p1rses 
without paying the amount the payee.I'he acts of 
Sri Panda are violative under the provisions of 
R1le-34,Rule-109, Rule_112, Rule-174 and caption No. 
14 tmWhat a 3PM should not dotm of Rules for BOs and 
thereby the said Sri Panda committed grave misconduct. 

By bbs above acts,the said Sri Panda has failed 
to maintain aosolute integrity and devotion to duty 

,,Y/C.and thereoy violated the provision of RU1e17 of EDAs 
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(Conduct and Services) Rules,1964. 

ARTICLE-Il. 

The said Sri Panda while working as such 
during the aforesaid pericd on 29.6,19,showed 
Rohini MO No.321 dated 19,6.193 for Rs.lOtJO/-
paid to 3aladei Panda by forging the LTI of 
the payee 3aladei Panda and oy forging the 
signature of the identifier Sri Rdmakanta Panda 
on the said paid voucher and accounted for the 
amount in MOUsudhaoazar 130 account dt.29.6.93 
without paying the amount to the payee and thus, 
utilised the amount for his Own purpOses.By 
resorting to such forgery payment of the aforesaid 
MO,Sni Panda acted in violation of the provisions 
f ile-34,Ru1e-109,Ru1e_112 caption No.141  Uhat a 

3PM should not do1  and Rule..174 of Rules for 30s 
and thereby the said Sri Panda committed grave 
misconduct. 

3y his above acts the said Sri Panda has 
failed to maintain aosolute integrity and devotion 
to duty and thereby violated the provisions of 
ri1e-17 of EDA5(Conduct and Services)Ru1es,1964. 

An enquiry Officer was appointed to enquire into 

the charges. He submitted his report to the Disciplinary 

Authority holding the charges proved.On the oasis of the 

findings of the leport of the 1.0. ,the Disciplinary 

Authority passed the impugned order of punishment on 

30th Decenwer,1999 imposing the penalty of dismissal from 

service on the Appl.icant.The Applicant filed the appeal 

which was rejected by the Appellate Authority on 1.5. 2000. 

Aggrieved by this, the Applicant has filed this Original 

Application claiming the aforesaid reliefs. 

The main ground taken by the Applicant in this 

Original Application is that the evidence adduced by the 

prosecution is not corroDorated to the facts stated 

by the witnesses examined on oehalf of the prosecution. 
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Rather there are lot of contradictions which were not 

accepted by the Disciplinary Authority as well as the 

Appellate Authority. According to the Applicant, 	the 

material witnesses have not been examined. Had they,  been 

examined,which could have been established the fact in 

favour of the Applicant and the points raised by the 

Applicant in his submission, have not been taken into 

consideration by the Disciplinary Authority as well as 

Appellate Authority while passing the imugned orders. 

5. 	ReSpondents in their reply have stated that 

the Applicant was proceeded departmentally for mis-

appropriation of Funds. The Inquiring Officer enquired 

into the charges levelled against the Applicant and the 

charges were found proved. During the enquiry, all 

reasonaole opportunity was given to the Applicant do 

defend his cases  The Offence committed by the charged 

official i.e. Applicant was very grave in nature. since 

he had resorted to fradulent payment of two money 

orders received in the name of an innocent and illiterte 

rural woman. By adoting such practice, the Applicant 

lost his integrity as well as tarnished the image 

of the Department and, therefore, the Disciplinary AUtiDrity 

considered the applicant unfit to oe retained in service 

and the order of punishment cEdismissal from service 

was passed. As such, it has been stated that the punishment 

imposed on the applicant is just and proper and the OA 

is liable to be dismissed. 
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Heard learned counsel for both sides and 

perused the records. 

we find that the Applicant has been charged 

for serious offences like misappropriation of Government 

money. The matter wasdu1yenqujred into af per the 

laid down procedure. iYxring the encpiry, the Applicant 

was given ftill opportunity to defend his case and thus, 

principles of natural justice were fully complied with 

The 1.0. held the Charges proved against the Applicant 

and the Disciplinary Authority passed the order of 

punishmt of dismissal from service on the oasis of the 

findings of the I,O.,which was, also confirmed by the 

Appellate Authority in a reasoned and speaking order. 

It is well Settled law enunciated by the Honb1e 

Apex Court in a plethora of judicial pronouncements that 

the Courts/Tribunals can not re_appreciate the evidence 

and also can not go into the quantum of punishrrient.In this 

case,we find that the charges are very grave and the 

punishmt is not disproportionate to the misconduct•  In 

this view of the matter,we find no reason or ground to 

interfere with the order of the Disciplinary Authority etid 

the Appellate Authority. 

9. 	In the result,therefore, the original Application 

is dismissed. NO Costs. 

(M. P..1SING10 
M EM3 ER (Ju DI CI AL,) 

	 jv13R(NI5TpjTI v 

KNM/c M. 


