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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0A No. 239 of 1995

Thursday, this the 27th day of June, 1996

CORAM:

HON'BLE MR JUSTIGE CHETTUR SANKARAN' NAIR, VICE CHATRMAN
HON'BLE MR PV VENKATAKRISHNAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

\1. ' M. Ramakrlshnan,

-S/o Chathukutty,

Malayathodi, Adivaram PO, .

Puthuppadi  (Via), Kozhikkode.

(Extra Departmental Delivery Agent; ‘
[put off], Adivaram) _ .. - Applicant

By Advocate Mr. MR Rajendran Nair (repre'sented) '

. Versus
1. " The Senior Supeirint;en'dent of Post Offices,
Calicut Division, Calicut. .
2. The AssmtantSupermt:endent of
Post Offices,  Calicut South Sub Dlmsion,
Calicut.
3. ° Union of India, represented by

Secretary to Government,
Ministry of Commumcat;ions, , '
~ ~Secretariat, New . Delhi. : : .. Respondent:s.

- By Advocate Mr. PR Ramachandra Menon, ACGSC (represented)

“The appllcatlon “having ‘been heard on 27th June, 1996,
the Tribunal on the same day delivered the fo]lowmg

ORDER

CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR(J), VICE CHAIRMAN:

Applicant, formerly Extra Departmental Delivery Agent,
Adivaram, was charged with acts of 'mi_sconduc't in that he failed
to deliver two . registered let:t:érs, to KC Hﬁssain; that he failed to

deliver two unregistered letters to J Mangalath and PK Um mer -in

| that order. The authorities below . considered the evidence on
record and concluded that the charges were established. -
2. We are not going into the details, as we notice that

applicant had madé admissions which are fatal to his contentions.

‘ contd...2



Applicant had submiu:e‘d that he used to keep the let;ters» in the
shop' of one Slddlque and that they found their way to a garbage
dump near one Lucky Hotel Adivaram. He was not expected to
‘.keep the 1et:ters in Siddique's shop, and independent of his lack
.of knowledge of its transit from the shop to the garbage dump,
~ charge of ot deliver‘ing the letters is miade out. An admission
cof - guilt by itself, would be sufE1c1ent to find the charge (See

Addlt:Lonal District Maglst:rate (Clty) Agra Vs. Prabhakar

Chaturvedl & Anr , 1996 (2) SCC 12). We are of opmlon t;hat the

authorltles below acbed on acceptable material in commg to the'

conclusmn, it came to.

3. Learned counsel  for apphcaﬁt 'submits ~ that . the
punishment is har's-h,} at an§ rate. If t.he' authorities von facts -
' f_elt{ that lfailure "to deliver letters on the part of a Delivery
' Agent*merit’ed the punishment of removal from service, we do not

find our way to hold that the punishme.nt is shocking to judicial °

conscience.
o V : | ‘ . |
4. We dismiss the application. Parties will suffer their
. costs. .

Dated the 27th June, 1996

) o . -ﬂ M;.vs )‘ v ;zy\.V\Q'\'f

PV VENKATAKRISHNAN : ' CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR(J) .
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER B VICE CHAIRMAN '
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