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OPEN CBURT 

CM RA' AD:`,1INI ST RAT I E TRIBUNAL 
ALIA A BAD BET"JCH  L  AL LAHA  BAD 

A 1 lahabad , 	is the lay of 15th Ju ly 2000. 

Oni ina 1  h_pp licat ion No „...I5_01.22 

CORAW 
Hon. Mr. Justice R .R .K.Tr ivedi,V.0 
Hon .Mr M .F .s i hl t A •N1  

Nand La 1 Ram Posta I Assistant off ice o the 

se for Post Master, Head Post Varanasi. 

2. 	Ra eshwar Shuk la Posta 1 Assistant off ic of senior 

Po t, Master, Head Fost Office Varanasi. 

r licant 

Counse 1 for he applicant : Shri S. .Sinha 

1 	U. ion of India throuah the secratary (7o re rnment 

of India Ministry of Communication Dena tment of 

Communication (Post) New De lhi.  

2 	Director Postal services Off ice of the ost Ma ster 

General A 11ahabad 

3. 	Senior ior Superint., nrient Post Off ices (East) ) Varanasi. 

Re sr•rri:?nts 

the Respondents : Shri Satish chaturvedi.  Counse 1 for 
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(By Hon'b1 Mr. Justice 	Trivedi, V.C.) 

Heard learned couns 

Sri Pankaj Srivastava, h 

Chaturved  

1 for the applicant, and 

lding brief of Sri Sat ish 

2. 	This applIcation has been filed challenging 

punishmen awarded to t 	applicant's by orders 

dated 24.08.1992 and 26,08.1992 Annexure-1 and 3 

respectiv ly. By the a oresaid orders, the appliicant's 

have been found respons ble for the loss caused to 

the Golfer ent by payin amount under forged high 

value mo 	orders to th extent of Rs.8600/— and 

28000/—. 

3. 	We h ve perused th orders. The leanred counsel 

for the applicant has sabmitted that it lias not the 

duty of 'he applicants -o deal with and to exa-nine and 

transfer high value money orders . The contentionst 

advanced before us/
has peen examined by the concerned 

punishin authority and it has been found, that though 

it was naat the duty of the applicants butit is an 

admitted fact thatthey did it. Thus they cannot 

escape t eir responsib lity, if any, loss occasioned. 

In our view, the approach of the punishing authority 

does not suffer from ally illegality. In such matters 

where the money was pe ed on the basis of the forged 

money orders, the applicant were expected to take care 

and not to handle the '5ame if it was not their duty. 

If they voluntrred themselves for doing the work, which 

resulte in loss to the Government, they cannot be 

permitted to deny the responsibilities on the ground 

that it was not their duty. In our view, the orders 
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has no merit andpccordingly 	ii6 dismiss 

do not suffer from ary illegality the petit - 

v• 
	 on 

d. 

No costs. 

Vice—Chair an 

/Madhu/ 

NA,  
A.M 


