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Open Court 

Cfl\JTAAL AUv\INI£T~TI VE TRIBLJ1~ L 

. A LlAl-kSf\ D BENCH 

AL1AH'~D. 

, ._ llahubad this the day l 2th S ept ember, l997. 

CORAM : Hon ' b l e Dr . R.K. Saxena, J .M. 

Hon' b le Mr . D.S . Baweja, t'\.M. 

ORIGir-.1'"\L nPP LIO\TION NO. l.o::O OF l 9911 . 

Khet Si ngh Verma , S/o Late Kalu Ram Verma , 

H/o Bans hipu.ra, Lalitpur.(U. p .) 

•••••• ~Pp licant • 

(By .,dvocat e Shri Rakes h Verma ) 

Versus 

Uni on of India through Secretary, 

Ministry of COmmunicati on , New Delhi • 

2. The Senior Superinte ndent of post Of f i c es, 

Jharis i Di vision, Jhans i.' 
' 

3 . The Director, Postal Servi ces, 

.r\gr a Regi on, ,...gra • 

4 ." The Member (P), 

Officer of the Dir e ct or General of PoSts , 

Dep artment of posts, New Delhi. 

• • • • • • • Respondents •. 

(By Advocate Shri C.S.· S i ngh ) 

0 R D E R {ORAL) 

By Hon ' bl e Dr . R.K . Saxer.a , J.M. 

1 . The applicant Khet Singh Ver ma has approached 

t he Tribunal t o seek the reli ef that the order datt!d 

:-o . 6 • .l.992 passed b ~ t he responde nt no. 2 i r.1posing the 
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penaltY of withholding the punishmer1t for period of 

t h1:ee months without cumulative effect and the 

appellate order dated 30.ll.1992 conf irming the order 

of punishment be quashed. 

~ 

2. The brief f a cts of the ~se that the applicart 
"' 

was working as Sub 

of District Jha nsi . 

Postmaster at Mahroni Post Office 
~tA.e.~~ 

The beAtfi~fa-r'cadr ~ ieview 

scheme was introduced by Government of India wherein 

it was provided that the postal Eoployees would get 

promotion on comp letion of se.rvice of 26 years or 

rnore. In view of t he said scheme the applicant was 

due for promotion but it was not done . He was on the 

other hand served a chdrgesheet not following the rules 

and prescribed proc edur e while permiting the withdrawal 

of Rs 250/- from account no. 109239 of Nand Ram · 

and Ri 300/- from account no. 109308 of Khi lan • It was 

dedect ed that the said amount was .f~addlent ly withdrawn 
• 

The charge was deni ed by the applicant in his 

explan~tion and , the.refo.re, diScipli nary autherity 

which was not satisfied with the expl~ination 

offered b y the applicant passed the impugned erder 

whereby his incr ~ment was stopped for three months 

without cumulative effect •' The appeal prefured by the 
, connect 

appUcant. is also reject ed . 1 this original 

*'pplication with the aforesaid reliefs. 

3. The respondents contested the case a nd 

asserted that the app licant was responsible for t he 

f r adu l ent ly wit hdr awa 1 of the amount fr om t he 

accounts of Sfs Nand Ram and Khilan. It is cont ended 

that it was the dut y of the applicant to helve 

compared the signatures in the withdrawal form with 

t hose which were k r e cord but he failed 
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to do so. The r4!sult was that fraudulent withdrawal 

was committed. 

4 . The applicant filed rejoinder in ~ch the 

facts which were mentioned in the original "pplication 

were reiterated. 

5 . The matter iS at the stage of admission. 

we have heard S,hri Rakesh verma learned counsel for 

the applicant and Shri c.s.. Singh learned counsel 

for the respondents. ~ve have also perused the record. 

6 . The main question in this case is whether 

the punishment awarded to the applicant iS justified 

in the eye of law. No irregularity and illegality 
out 

has been. point ec / by the learned counsel for the 

applicant. From the facts as are set out in the 

p leadings of the parties' lt is clear that withdrawal 

of tw;:, amounts of Rs 250/- and Rs 300/- was allowed 

from the accounts of Sfs Nand Ram and Khilan because 

of the negligence which resulted in breach of duty 
J 

by the applicant.· It is clear from the facts on record 

that the applicant did not care to compare the 

signatur es of the persons who were withdrawing the 

amount with the genuine signatureswhich were kept in 
. 

the post Office. The reSult was that the fr ~udulent 

withdrawal of the amount had taken place. Thus 

we find no illegalitY i n the punishnent . ,vhat we 
tl 

find is that the reSpondrots had taken w lenient vi ew 

which rather stoping such misconduct s , may lead to 

~ncounageme nt. 
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7. J\ny way wo fin d no illegality in the order ) 

of punishment and the appe11at e order by which the 

puni shment order was upheld. The Original i'\pp lication 

is, t"herE:fore, dismissed at th!! stage of admiss ion. 

No order as to costs . 
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