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Whether reorters of local papers may he allowod 
to see the judgment ? Yes. 

To be referred to the reporters or not 7 NO 

3 • 	Jhether Their ordsbips wish to aee the fair co Jy 

of the judguent ? Yes. 
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J U D G M E h T 

s common questions of lava and fact: arise 

in both the cases , a common judgment is being delivered. 

2. 	 Ihe common facts. of both the cases are bhat 

Da 21.12.1985 the applicants in both the cases were 

working in Chandinichowk,H.P.C. On that day bhubaoo,:oar 

£1.B. /C.do. 559938 was oresented to the applicnt in 

'•A 	o.305/9O who wao then Postal ssistant of rnoa1iry 

counter, by a person unknown to him)for transfer. ine 

holder of the Pass Book Nagendra hath Layak was also 

not known to him and the said Nageridra did not sign 

the application for transfer in his oresence. iter 

receiving the transfer application tie applicant in .A. 

/ 

	 305/90 out his signature in the place meant for 

countersgnaLure by the i-ostmaster and sent the 

aoolication and. the Pass Book by registered Posi to 

Ehuba eswar and handed over the Registration receiot 

to the nerson presenting the appiction. fter that, 

.. A/c 	.446846 was opened in Chari&inichowk H.P.a. 

by the aopicant in O.. 255/90 who as then the Po3tal 

As.:istaut of the J.E.Counter. pp1ications for wihdrawal 

of Rs, 150).J/- on 20.1.1986 and for Rs. 1015.05 on 

ç 	/ 	27.1.1986 were presented in the Chandinichowk H.P.C; 

those applic , tiOns were pur morted to have been signed 

/ 	by the depositor iJagendrariath Nayak. The applications 

for withdrawals were processed by the two applicants and 
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the then Jeputy Postmaster. Later the Postal Departue:it 

found that the withdrawals were fradulent. So, Disdiplinar 

Proceedings were started against the erons through 

whom the aopliaatioris for transfer and withdrawals Dasseo-

and the Jisciplinary -uthurity finding the ap4icants 

guilty of the charges levelled against them passed the 

punishment of recovery of Ps. 3415 from the pay of the 

applicant in C.. 255/90 and Rs. 5003/- from the pay of 

the applicant in O.A. 305/90 to nake good the loss 

caused to the dentral Government. These orders of 

onishrnent are impugned in the applications under 

consideratiorib On various grounds including a plea that 

no loss was caused to the Government. 

I 
	 3. 	 The case of the Respondents, put in a 

nut-shell, is thdt both the applicants failed in their 

duty to make proper verific.ton arid deViated fromthe 

rules they were renuired to follow. 

4. 	 We have heard .lr. i).P.Dhalsamanta,learried 

Counsel for the applicant and Ar. 	Z.Misra learned 

tandin; Counsel (CAT) for the Respondents. Mr.Jhalsamant 

has referred to the decision of this Tribunal a.. 322 

7 	, 	of 1989 which was filed by the then Teputy Postmaster 

of Ctandinichowk who also fac d a Disciplina Proceeding. 

for the same withdrawals. In that case this Tribunal 

found that a punishment of recovery of amount can be 

inflicted only on proof of loss having been caused 

to the Government and that as during the enuiry no 
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evidence of any loss to have been caused to the Govaraneni 

was adduced, the unishneri was not sustainable. In 
- 

these two cases also the depositor was ,examined durir 

the enquiry and no evidence of the Government having 

had to pay any extra amount was adduced,therefore, 

there is really no distinguishing feature. The 

contentions raised on behalf of the applicant of that 

case, have again been raised in these cases. In the 

judgment delivered in O 322 of 1989 reference to the 

relevant rules had been made ad it as shown hi 	are 

was a fs lure to strictly follow the rules; the reasons 

:nentioned therein equally applJ to the 
facts of the 

cases now under consideration. In view of what has i:eca 

stated aaove,we would quash the inpughed orders of 

unishmeflt but this would not debar the depart1ent to 

oass such order i feels necessary after examining the 

depositor in the presence of the applicants. 

5. 	 The cas s are disposed of accordiilY.N0 

costs. 

VIC_CjmIR 	
MEM3ER (JUIi). 

Cent :1 dmis istsative Tribunal, 
u taacd Bech/K.dobanty. 


