
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 3ABALPUR BENCH, JABALPUR

(
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Original Application No* 638 of 2001

— <fi>
Jabalpur, this the 15 day of 2004

Hon*ble Shri M .P. Singh, Vice Chairman
Hon'ble Shri Madan Mohan, Judicial Member

B .S .  Kuliha, aged about 55 years,
s/o. Shri Murli Singh Kuliha,
R/o. Village & Post Maniksara
(Bijadandi), Oistrict - Mandla (MP). . . .  Applicant

(By Advocate - None)

V e r s u s

1 . Secretary,
Ministry of Communications*
Departnent of Posts* Government 
of India, Neu Delhi*

2 .  Pouer Adhikshak,
O /o . Pouer Adhikshak, Post O ffice ,
Balaghat Zone, Balaghat \MP)*

3* Sub Zonal Inspector,
(investigating Officer)
Post Office ; Uttarakhand,
District S Seoni (MP).

4 . Complaint Inspector ,
Post Office (Prastut Karta O ffic e r ) ,
Balaghat Zone , District - Balaghat (MP)*

5* Sub Post Master,
Sub Fbst Office, Padariya Narayan
Ganj, District I Mandla (MP). . . .  Respondents

(By Advocate - <J»ri K*N.  Pethia)

O R D E R

By Madan Mohan. Judicial Member -

By filin g  this Original Application the applicant

has claimed the following main reliefs :
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2 . The brief facts of the case are that the applicant 

uas working as EOBPf'l from 2 0 .4 .1 9 7 7 .  Uhile uorking as such 

he uas issued a charge sheet on 5 .6 .2 0 0 0 .  The applicant 

submitted his  reply denying the charges* An enquiry uas 

started against the applicant and the enquiry officer 

submitted the enquiry report holding the charges proved 

against the applicant on 2 3 .1 0 .2 0 0 0 .  The applicant filed  

his representation 16 .11 .2000 . The disciplinary authority 

thereafter passed the impugned order dated 15*1.2001 

imposing the penalty of dismaesal from service on the 

applicant* This order passed by the responcfents i s  i l le g a l ,  

against the lau and the whole departmental proceedings 

were malafide and were also conducted ignoring all the 

mandatory rules* Hence the applicant has filed  this 0A 

claiming the aforesaid reliefs*

3* None for the applicant. Since it is  an old case of 

2001 , ue proceed to dispose of this Original Application 

by invoking the provisions of Rule 15 of CAT (Procedure) 

Rules, 1987* Heard the learned counsel for the 

respondents*

4 .  It is  argued on behalf of the respondents that the 

applicant has mis-appropriated the Government money of 

Rs. 500/- and did not deposit the same in the Government 

account and he converted it for his personal use* For this 

charge departmental proceedings were conducted in 

accordance uith the provisions of lau and this is not the 

case of no evidence* Though the past record of the 

applicant uas considered in this case by the disciplinary 

authority, the same uas a part of the charge sheet1* Hence 

opportunity uas given to the applicant of hearing* No 

irregularity or illegality has been committed by the 

respondents in conducting the departmental proceedings. He
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further argued that the applicant did not file  the appeal 

against the impugned order of the disciplinary authority 

and has directly come to this Tribunal without initiating 

the departmental remedies available to him* All the charg­

es are proved against the applicant* No principles of 

natural justice has been violated*

5* After hearing the learned counsel for the respondent 

ue find that this is  a case of moral turpitude and if  such 

guilty employees are not punished, then the faith of the 

public u ill  be lo-sing from the Goverrment Department i . e .  

Postal Department. The public deposits its money uith 

full confidence and in this case the charge against the 

applicant is  that he received the money and did not 

deposit the same in the Government account and utilised 

for his personal use. This is not a case of no evidence 

and the charges against the applicant is  proved* The 

copies of the relevant documents were duly supplied to tha 

applicant and opportunity of hearing uas also given to him 

Ue also find that the applicant has not availed the 

remedy of filing  appeal and directly approached this 

Tribunal claiming the aforesaid reliefs* Ue also do not 

find any irregularity or illegality  committed by the 

respondents during the departmental proceedings* The 

charges against the applicant is  grave and serious. It is 

a settled legal proposition that the Courts/Tribunals 

cannot reapprise the evidence and also cannot go into the 

quantum of punishment unless it shocks the conscience of 

the Courts/Tribunals*

6* Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 

ue do not find any ground to interfere uith the order
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passed by the respondents* Hence the Original Application 

is dismissed as having no merit* No costs*

(Madan Neharfi) Singh)
Judicial Member Vice Chairman
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