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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 20TH DAY OF JUNE,1988

PRESENT:
Hon'ble Mr.Justice K.S.Puttaswamy, «. Vice-Chairman.
And:
Hon'ble Mr.L.H.A.Rego, ' .. Member{A).
APPLICATION NUMBER 843 OF 1987
S.C.Bhat,

S/o C.Bhat,

Major, Ex-EDSPM,

Navilagon, Karwar Division,

Karwar. .. Applicant.

(By Sri M.Madhusudan,Advocate)

v.

1. The Superintendent of Post Offices,
Karwar Division, Karwar.

2. The Director of Postal Services,
N.K.Region, Dharwad.

3. The Post Master General,
Karnataka Circle, Bangalore. .. Respondents.

(By Sri M.S.Padmarajaiah,Standing Counsel)

o This application having ’com;— up for hearing this day, Vice-
Chairman made the following:
ORDER
In this application made under Section 19 of the Administrative
Tribunals Act,1985 ('the Act') the applicant hasr challenged order
‘ <EEE T No.STA/9-4/949/86 dated 16-2-1987 (Annexure-C) of the Post Master

FETTTTITSG
;'.r:"' ' \ "P“ATIVG

K 5§;id*"*x\5§§ ral, Karnataka Circle, Bangalore {'PMG') , order- No.NKR/STA/9/
& L ~\ ;
. . i N (é »
SCB. \ated 28-4-1986 (Annexure-B) of the Director of Postal Services,
yr "
ﬁ(xfiN.,jK.Rggion, Dharwad {'Director') and order No.F6/01/84-85 dated

A/

; <?i7ﬁé—1985 {Annexure-A) of the Superintendent of Post Office, Karwar
\\.1 é‘ e - J -

| BANG" %

e . _#ivision, Karwar ('Superintendent').
| 2. At the material time, the applicant was working as an Extra
Departmental Agent within the meaning of that term occurring in Rule

2(b) of the Posts and Telegraphs Extra Departmental Agents (Conduct
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and Service) Rules,1964 ('the Rules') at Navilagon Branch Post Office

of Uttara District. In a disciplinary proceeding instituted against
him under the Rules for the alleged omissions and commissions in
the discharge of his duties, the Superintendent by his order dated
31-12-1985 (Annexure-A) inflicted on the applicant the penalty of
removal from service. Aggrieved by the said order, the applicant

filed an appeal before the Director who by his order dated 28-4-1986

(Annexure-B) dismissed the same. Aggrieved by thesi orders,

the applicant filed a review petition before the PMG who by his order

dated 16-2-1987 dismissed the same. Hence, this apqlication.

3. In justification of the impugned orders, the respondents

have filed their reply and have produced their records.

4, Sri M.Madhusudan, learned counsel for the |applicant contends
that the orders of the Director and the PMG were not speaking orders
and were illegal. In support of his contention Sri Madhusudan
strongly relies on the ruling of tﬁe Supreme Court in RAMCHANDER

v. UNION OF INDIA (AIR 1986 SC 1173).

5. Sri M.S.Padmarajaiah, learned Senior Central Government Stand-
ing Counsel appearing for the respondents sought to support the

impugned orders.

6. In his appeal, the applicant has urged large number of grounds
\\?g iching on questions of law and fact as justifying the interference

the Director. But, the Director without examining .any one of

hem with the seriousness that is required in such cases, has‘jumped

A ,

“?ilto his conclusions. The conclusions reached by the Director are
not supported by reasons. When the order of the Director is examined
in the light of the principles enunciated by the Supreme Court in

Ramchander's case, it is clear that the said order is not a speaking

order and is liable to be interfered with by us.
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7. What is true of the order of the Director is also true of
the order of the PMG. In this view, the order of the PMG also is
liable to be interfered with by us.

8. What emerges from our above discussion is that the orders
made by the PM and the Director are illegal and are liable to be
interfered with by us. If that is so, the proper course for Qs is
to set aside those orders and direct the Director to restore the
appeal filed by the applicant to its original file and dispose of
the same in éccordance with law without examining the merits of the

contentions urged against the order of the Superintendent.

9. In the light of our above discussion, we allow this applica-
tion in part, quash the orders of the PMG and the Director (Annexures
C and B) and direct the Director, respondent-2 to restore the appeal
filed by the applicant to its original file and dispose of the same
in accordance with law, the observations made by the Supreme Court
in Ramchander's case and this order with all such expedition as is

possible in the circumstances of the case.

10. Application is disposed of in the above terms. But, in the

circumstances of the case, we direct the parties to bear their own

costs. ) 4
! SG\\ - S C\ l -
VICE—C%’%@\@\LVL o> | MEMBER(A)..V,

TRUE COPY

CENTR AL ADMIETL TIVE TRIZUNA
. Ve L )
Br\t':ﬁ,w'&.ul\t

-
.2



