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OPEN COURT.

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHAEBAD
BENCH ALLAHABAD

(THIS THE 10" DAY OF AUGUST 2010)

PRESENT:

' HON’BLE MR. S.N. SHUKLA, MEMBER-A

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.724 OF 2005
(U/s, 19 Administrative Tribunal Act.1985)

Bir Pratap Bind, S/o Sri1 Sampat Ram,
R/o Village-Pati Ka Pura, Post-Jigna, District-Mirzapur.

...... Applicant
By Advocate: Shri Anand Kumar
Versus

1. Union of India, through - Secretary, Ministry of
Communication, Government of India, New Delhit.

2. Post Master General, Allahabad Region, Allahabad.
3. Director Postal Services, Office of P.M. G. Allahabad
Region,

Allahabad.

4. Superintendent of Post Offices, Mirzapur Division,
Mirzapur.

......... Respoudents

By Advocate: Shri D.N. Mishra

ORDER

This case relates to the year 2005. ’[‘hri* OA being
dated 1.6.2005 the matter has been pending before this
Tribunal for more than five yvears. The recard shows that
the pleadings in this case were completed wav back on
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03.11.2006 and case was ordered to be listed for final
hearing. Thereafter the status of representation is as
under:-

1 13.12.2006-Illness slip of learned counsel for the
e applicant.
1 119.7.2007-Illness slip of learned counsel for the applicant..
. 20.7.2007-General Adjournment of learned counsel for the
applicant.
26.2.2008-1llness slip of learned counsel for the applicant.
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15.5.2009-1Illness slip of learned counsel for the applicant,

11.12.2009-Brief holder for the learned counsel for the
applicant seeks adjournment.

. 22.2.2010-Iliness slip of learned counsel for the applicant.

05.05.2010-Illness slip of learned counsel for the
applicant and today again.

When the case is called out for hearing there is

illness slip on behalf of learned counsel for the applicant.
It 1s also to be noted that there has been continuous
absence on behalf of the applicant without any exception
on all dates fixed for hearing on the ground of illness or
adjournment. Needs no mentioning that the bonafides of
illness slip do not inspire confidence. Since this appears

| to be a clear case of delaying the judicial process, learned
counsel for the respondents being present today this case
is being decided after hearing him and after considering
the material available on record. Briefly stated the facts

. are that the applicant was issued a charge sheet dated
26.2.2001 at Annexure A-3 of the OA. For the reasons

stated therein mainly violation of rules and procedure in
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opening of accounts and allowing withdrawal from
-accounts without ensuring proper documentation. As a
result the amount of Rs.3,50,750/- has been withdrawn

' by false depositors. Charge no.2 also relates to some

| (irregularities in following the procedure. After taking into

account the explanation of the applicant a penalty of
Rs.20,000 was imposed vide order (Annexure A-1) dated
3.5.2001. It appears that this penalty was enhanced in
the appeal to the extant that the scale of pay for the next
two years was reduced to the minimum of grade. In
revision thereof the revisionary authority passed a very

detail order with operative para being as under:-

3T # FHAT 7% GCHNCY T FACTTT 47 FACHT
s do o A= vETw S Bl g ewee @ gy
SR GT7T ST e [39,/8-7,/ 20001,/ 1 [&70% 01122003 &I
R Y &8 diw gu w4 @ age e dTe & 7 @ [y #9
JATHT & [797H T a7 Gl @ A (Hige Fd & el
ST JRB G 137 T G @] YIS @l § JiY 9 Fw
99 @ JHell (@ ET WYY ANE GF § P @ GG GO

VG @ ST G §/

In the statement of facts in the OA the main defence of the
applicant is that he is not directly responsible for any loss
or mis-appropriation and, therefore, no penalty should be
imposed on him. All these issues have been deal with by
the Disciplinary Authority as well as the Revisionary
Authority in their detailed order wherein the penalty of
Rs.20,000 was found to be justified. [ do not find any
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