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Allahabad this the lﬂt? day of January, 2003

Hon'ble Mr.S. Dayal, Member (A)
Hon'ble Mr.A.K. Bhatnagar,Member (J)
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Laxman Prasad Tiwari, son of late Mithan Lal Tiwari,
resident of house no.31/101 Rajpur, Agra.

Applicant

By Advocate 3hri A.S. Diwakar

| E— arpe g

Versuas

1. Union of India through General Manager, North
Eastern Railway, Gorakhpu$.

2. Divisional Railway Manager (Commercial) North Eascern

Railway, Gorakhpur.

3. Deputy Chief Accounts Officer(Traffic) North
Eastern Railway, Gorakhpur.

Respondengg

By Advocate shri Prashant Mathur

ORDER

By Hon'ble Mr.A.K. Bhatnagar,Member (J)
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This O0.A. has been flled under Section 19

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 seeking the
relief to quash the order dated 29.09.95, and direct
the respondents to refund the applicant the recovery
made under C07090074 on 16.08.95 from D.C.R.G. Of

Rs.23000/. with interest.

o The facts of the @ase gliving rise to this
O.A. are that the applizant was Station Master of
VrindabanaStation from 29.07.1986 and was incharge

stock of tickets, On 10,11.1987 when Traffic Inspector
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of Accounts Ehecked the stock of tickets, he found

a bundle of 250 tickets from Vrindaband to Katihar
amounting to Rs.23,000/- to be missing., A gazette
notification to this effect was issued by the

railway department for guarding misuse of the tickets
of those numbers, The respondents have deducted the
amount of BgesRRs.23,000/- from the D,C.,R.G., of the
applicant on his attaining the age of superannuation
on 31,01.1995. The applicant is claiming that no
opportunity of hearingwgg given toc him to defend

and explain the position. The applicant has cited
in his 0.A. para-229 and 227(B) of the Indian kailway

Establishment Manual for his protection,

S Y- The respondents have contested the case
and state in their counter-reply that the recovery
of the admitted debits were order to be recovered
from the final settlements of the applicant as he
was working as Station Master at Vrindaban when such
incident took place. It is further contended that
the possibility of misusing the tickets cannot be

ruled out as the t¢tickets could have been utilised

for the earlier destinations. It is further submitted

that a minor penalty charge sheet was issued to the
applicant and the necessary orders were also issued
but the question of giving an opportunity of hearing
does not ariseefor the same, The respondents have

justified the recovery made from the D.C.R.G. of the

applicant and prayed for dismissal of the 0.A,
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