
.. 
( ·' 

1.... , 
/ 

• 

• 

-

• 

' 

' 

• 

CE1" TAAL Allvtll'4I.;ITflATI\£ TRIBUNrd .. 

T\Ll.AmBAD B~NCH 

~iginal Application No. 1315 of 1992 

Yogendra Pratap S ingh •••• Applicant 

Versus 

Union of I no ia a nd vthers • • • • • 

Hon ' b l e J us tice U .c .. ::> rivasta va , V .c 

Hoo 1ble !Vlr. K. Cbayya, Member(A) 

Respoodents 

As the pl ea dings a r e canplete, the cas e is 

being heard a nd disposed of f fina lly. The applicant 
. 

wa s an ~xtra Dep& rtmental Mail Carrier Runner and 

• 

his services were governed by Pos ts and Tel egraphs 

Extra Depa rtmental Agents (Ccnduct and Serv ice) Rules 

1964. The applicant an 12.8.85 was assigned t he du ty 

to take delivery of postal bags fran Ra ilv.ey Ma i l 

S e r vice , Deoria and to b ring them t o differen t post 

off ices . 

2 . Acc ord ing to the a pplicant a t a particula r 
' w 

station he dropped the taxi and in the meantime"ite 

was f ound that five bags were : stolen. The a pplicant 

1od ged an F . I .. R against the same . Later on , en invest 

ga t i on some of the stolen a rticles w8re recovered 

and pa rt were not recovered. The police submitted 

a f ina l report in the ma tte r . It was thereaftee 
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the depa rtmenta l proceedings were initia ted aga inst the 

app lican t and the applicant was found guilty a nd thaf. 

is why h e was dismissed from service. The applicant 

d id n ot chall en ge the sa i d order. It is the reafter 

recove ry proceedings a gainst the applica nt start ed ujs 

4 of the Public Accounts Default Act 1985 by i s suing 

a citation . It i s against the c itation and the ma tter 

was sent to the Tehsilda r, Sa lempur for recoverj of 

the sa i d amount. It i s the order which under challenge, 

3. Accordin g to the applica nt without fixing 

the l atches and liab ility by ·holding that he was 

f ound gu ilty of the l oss t o the tune of Rs .10,400 

which the government suffered because of the a ct and 

negligence agains t t he a ~plicant, n o recovery proc ee­

d ings could hd ve been taken even under the Defau l t 

Act r ead with the directions of the Posta l Manua l 

proved after notice to t he applicant because of his 

negligence the depa rtment v.a s suf f e red a l oss and 

afte r taking his version a ny l iability could hd ve 

been fixed and after fixing the 1 iab i li ty, incas e 

he woul d not ha ve paid the amount, pr oc eed ings aga inst 

r e covery could ha ve taken p l a ce. But no such procedure 

has followed. 

4 . Accordingly, this a pplica t ion deserves t o 

be allowed . Howeve r, it will be open for the depa rt­

men t to take pr oceedin gs agains t the app licant in 

a ccordance with l aw afte r givin g an opportun ity of 

hearing to the a ~JPl i can t un_der Sec . 4 of the Public 

Accounts Def a ult Act, 1985 as is enjoin ed by the said 

Gootd •• jp3 



--~--~~--~--------------~--- . -
J • 

• 

• 

\ 

• • • • 3 • • . .. 

Act and the provisions contained in the P&T Manual. 

No order as to the costs. 

• 

VICE Ct~I:Rv\6\N 

pa ted: 3rd Dec: 1992 
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