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LENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH

ALLAHABAD

Allahabad : Dated this =#ln day of April, 2g0p
Original Application No. 324L/19%5 1006

QURAM a5

Hon'ble Mr, S, Biswas, A,M,

Ueena Nath Singh S/o Late R.,U. Singh,

R/o Hata Nand Lal, Purana Nautanua,

Post- Nautanwa Bazar, Distt-flahrajganj(U.P.)
Retired Commercial Superviser, Lucknow. Division,
Nortn Lastern Railway, Bubhwal Jn,

(Sri SC danerjee/Sri AP Srivastava, Advocate)
oo e win sy Applicant
versus

o4 Union of India, through tne
General fanager, North tastern Railuay,
Gorakhpur,

2s Divisional Railway Manager,
Nortn Eastern Railway, lucknow Division,
lucknow,

5 8 Senior Uivisional Personnel Ufficer,
North tastern Railuway, Lucknow Division,
Lucknow,

(Sri Amit Sthalekar, Advocate )

« ¢« « ¢« o« o Respondents

The applicant superannuated on 31-12-1994 from

Railways, But a sum of Rs,. 10,000/~ was withheld from
commercial

nis gratuity for adjustment towards ¥axmExak dues, Finally,
an amount of Rs, 5962/:o;aid to the applicant on 22-2-1995
and a sum of Rs,3874/- was adjusted from gratuity towards
as—seing the debits vide respondents! letter dated
20-12-1995, The debit entries are dt,5-7-1985, The
debits belonged to Sheoji Prasad but wrongly adjusted

From the applicant's D,C.R.G. The applicant has sought

refund of tnis amount with 18% interest,

2. Heard the counsel for tne parties.
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B4 The issue for consideration is limited to whether
the amount of Rs,2874/- was a debit of commercial dues
On account of the period of the applicant or onpe Sheoji
Prasad, who expired in 1985 creating a vacancy for the

applicant to hold it as an addl, charge,

4., The counsel for the respondents nas averred that

tne said debit of Rs,3874/ of the period of 1985 was
raised by the Inspector ofAccounts in the balance sheet

of March, 1986 in the name of Sheoji Prasad, The fact

of the case is that, Sneoji Prasad had actually fell sick
and stopped coming to work since 1984 and he expired in
1985, During the incident of the commercial dﬁes and
consequent debit, the applicant was working in place

of Sheoji Prasad, wno retired from work due to iilnass

and expired in 1985 well bpefore the entries of the debit
were made by the Inspector of Accounts, But the applicant
holding the addl, charge wef 109-11-1984 managed to sent\
Sheoji ‘Prasad's name against the debit., The counsel for
respondents furtner awerred that the applicant was charge-
snheeted under R-11, which fact was vehemently denied as

true by the counsel for the applicant,

54 Khe charge sneet (11=11-1993 ) was shown in original
oy the respdndents counsel., In the result, the applicant
submission in Supp, Affidavit that no such charge sheet

was issued or pending is perjuriocus,

6o The applicant has impugned the charge th;(tne debit
amount of Rs,3874/- arose during his time from 10-11=-1984
to 1-7-1987 by citing SCC's memo dt,.9-3-1985 (AR=1) is
also misleading, Thnis memo refers to an altognether
different matter relating to CS N.T.V, Sheoji Prasad's
correspondence dt, 19-10-1984, 1p0-%-1984 and 25-5-1984

whereas the present debits are (PNS/NTV/Eg/10/85 NU
e | e
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dt.26-11-84 & 5-7-85).

7. Evidently, these ge€ debits occurred during the
period wherm the applicant held charge of Natawra
Stalime- He cannot escape responsibility for the debits,
That the name of Sheoji Prasad was placed there needs
fc—&(/&\.;vuy‘—"
only applicant's explanation as ne was holdingl The

respondents issued charce sneet under Rule 11 of

Disciplinary Rules before his retirement,

In view of the foregoing, the U.A. has no merits,

Hence dismissed, No costs,
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