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CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ALLAHABAD BENCH @

ALLAHABAD !

ﬂriqina; @pplication No,B896 of 1988

ReN . Saran eee Mpplicent

Versus

D.PoS.Dehradun & Mother ees Respondents

HON'BLE MR, MAHARAD DIV - MEMBER ()

(By Hon'ble Mr. K. Muthukumar— An)

The petitioner has prayed for quashing of the order
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dated 8~10-87 of imposing the penalty of "Censurg" on him by the
Disciplinary Muthority and setting aside the order of the Appellate
Authority, on the ground of its not being a speaking order.

B= The facts of the case are briefly as follows. The
petitioner, while working as Inspector of Post Offices from 1-6-81
to 10-5-83, in Central ub-Division, Meerut was served with a memo
of charges(Annexure A=1) stating that he failed to verify the

Prescribed number of Pass Books during his inspection of Budhansi

Brench Post Office as required in No0s.7 to 11 of the Inspection

Questionaire of Brench Office prescribed for the purpose and
he failed to maiftaindevotion to duty and acted in a menner unbecom-

of Rules
ing of a Govt.servant and contravened the pruuisiuﬁ}‘(‘l)(ii)md (iii

of C.C.S.(Conduct) Rules,1964 and accordingly was imposed the minoy.

- penalty of "Censur@" by the order dated 10-1-85 (Annexure A-3

of 0.A.)s After his transfer to Muzaffer Nagar Division, he was
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again served with enother memo offimputation charging him with

failure to check the undelivered pass-books in the custody of
E.0.B.,P.M., Budhansi,Branch 0ffice and also his failure to see

whether these pass-books were unnecessarily detained or not ag
e i/pzq
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required vide B,0,Inspection Questionare then in force, which
Facilitated the E.D.B.P.M. Budhseni to comuit the fraud of fs,27,479.00
in certain SeB.Accounts, and therefore, he failed to maintain devotion
to duty and acted in a manner unbecoming of Govt,Servant and contrave-
Ned the Rule=3(1i)(ii) and (iii) of C.C.S.(Conduct) Rules,1964, and was
accordingly, imposed the penalty of "Censura® by the Supdt,of Post
Offices, Muzaffernagar. The appeal against the order also failed

by the rejection of the appeal by the Appellate guthority,

5= The leamed counsel for the petitioner has argued before

us that a Government servant cannot be punished for the same case

again after it hed been closed, He alsn contended that the basis
of both the punishments wﬂwfé’ﬁt the same ingpection of the applicant
covered by the inspection report of the concemed Branch office,

and would not call for two punishments on the basis of the same,

inspection report. The leamed counsel for the respondents, arqued
that the penalty imposed for the second time was altogethsr on
different charges and therefore, the contention of the learned counsel
for the applicant daéer’uas no consideration, and the application is

not maintainable,

4 e have heard the arguments of the leammed . counssls for

both the parties and perused the record, It is quite evident from
the charges mentioned in second memorandum of imputation that it
relates to failure of non-verification of Pass-Books lying in deposit

awd .
as undslivered with-oz whether these were unnecessarily detained or

i i o i

not as required under B,0.Quastionare then in force, while the first "

imputation of charge related to the non-verification of the quantum

of Pass Books prescribed for check by the Inspector, and evidently
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these two charges, are distinctly different, The submission of the

petitioner in hig appeal to the Mppellate Authority regarding irragular{

nature of the second charge-sheet, which according to the petitioner
relate to the same chargg’mas specifically discussed in the Mppellate
order mmt and was rejected giving reasons,thereforey be do not find
any irregularity in the second charge-sheet, and we do not find any
reason to interfers with the orders of the Disciplinary and dppellate

Authority,

5= The applicabion is devoid of merit and is dismissed with

no order as to costs,

MEMBER (R) MEMBER (3)
DATED: Allahabad July X ,199.
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