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IN T1 	J'RAL 	1INITTIV TRIBUNAJ;CUTTK BLH, 
U j TACK, 

£& ;345 ji,  1990 

Late of decision; ikigust —,1993 

	

Shri Golekha Chandra Pal ,.. 	ApLJjLant 

-versus- 

Union 

	

o f India and others •.. 	Respondents 

(For Instructions) 

l.hethr it be referred too reportes or not? 

2.dhether it be circulated to all the Beochesof 

the Central Aiministrative Trbunals or not? 
I 	 I' 

(K. CFiYA) 
MM13I (Ai 	. 	 VICi CHA.LaNAN 
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0JI:. bUh CUT.?LK 

	

.-.A4-i 	 L1c.N 	J:345 -01 19O 

'ate of decisi:.: n: August 	, 1993 

	

hri Gelekha Chandra al 	... 4plicant 

-versus 

	

Jnj:,n of ridjd CflJ CtLerS 	
S .. 	LS LJLntS 

br the 	1icnt 	... M/s .c..r.Mc.hanty, 
.P.Mohanty, 

3dV0CdteS. 

i-or the Aesxtdets 	•.. Ir• 	.Iiishra, 
CourLi (-er.tral) 

CL)M: 

T1i 	1- 	.) J 	 • K • i. hA.YI, V IC0I- URMN 
N i) 

n.. 	 • 	• 

:\. . 	 V.0. 
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in this ap:lic.itin under section 1 9 of 

the Administrative Tribunals 't,1985,the petiticn.r 

prays to quash annexureS 4 and 5 reducing the pay 

of the petitioner by two stages for two years 

resulting from a discil1nary proceeding. 

2. 	bLrtly stated the case of the petitioner 

is ti-at while the petitioner was in charge of the 

post oi 	ub Postmaster,isra Road £ost Office, 

oorke1a a disciplinary jroceeding was initiated 

.igainst him on an allegation thet he had received 

A. 
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an unregistered parcel irom Shri L)iliplal ohosh 

(t. Nc.ô) aidressed to his father L)r. .Ghoh 

urther allegation is that Shri )iiiplal hosh 

had affixed postal stamp of Rs.8/- on the back 

side ci the parcel mentioning that it was an 

un-registered parcel. Ulegation against the 

petitioner is that he had removed three postage 

stamps of Rs.2/- each and the petitioner scored 

out the words • Parcel' and wrote in his own 

hand 'book packet'. i fulfiedged enquiry was 

conducted und ultimately,the enqJiry officer found 

that the charges have been established.11he disoplinary 

authority concurred with the view expressed by the 

enquiring officer and ordered that the pay of 

Shri Pal Petitioner be reduced by two stages from 

Rs. 1125/- to Rs.1025/- for a period ci two yes 

without crnnulative effect. hence this appli.ation 

hac been filed with the aforesaidraya:, 

In their counter, the Oppite arties maintained 
(1t 

that the case invlves 	1-proof evidence bringing 
I','. 

home t he cha:ge against the delinquent o if icer and 

principles of Liatiral justice having been strictly 

complied,the case being devoid of merit is liable 

to be dismissed, 

ie have heard Mr. .P.Mchanty learned counsel 

appearing for the petitioner and Mr.Aswini Kumar 

Misra leaned Standing Counsel(Central),The initial 

requirement to bring home the charge against the 



3 

delinquent officer is that the £- rcel would have 

been delivered to the petitioner who is alleged 

to be the author of the crime in uestion. In this 

connection, it may be stated that according to 

the prosecutjo, one imt. nary akra witness 1.2 

for prosecution was a Stamp Vendor attached to 

the Sub ?ost Lffice.According to the prosecution, 

the witness 4c, .6 Shri Ghosh had purchased the 

requisite stamps from Smt. akra. On a perusal 

of the evidence of Smt. iakra it would be clear 

that she had made a stateuients contradicting her 

previous statement at different stages.At one point 

of time,she stated that her previous stat ent 

imlicating the petitioner was on the pressure 

given by the 	Ji and at another point she stated 

th 	the stat.ement made by herhut she was 

pressurised by the 6JIP to say that she had made 

statrnent exonerating the petiticnr on the presnure 

given by the delinquent of±icer.Therejore,jt cannot 

but be said that this witnesses had clearly given 

prevaricating statements accoririg to her will and 

pleasure.kier veracity,credibility have been 

shattered and completely imLJeached.he has corn, letely 

discredited herselt. It WILL be dangerous and 

hazardsua to depend on the evidence of such a 

witness..ven if the bench feels inclined to disengage 

the grain from the chaff and rely on her evidence, 



0 

4 

there is absolutely no iota of evidence on record 

irnplicati.ng  the petitioner to have purchased the 

stamps from her rather 3mt. Lakra in her cross- 

examination categorically states that she does 

not remember who had brought the article to her 

and who had purchased the stamps.ext turning to 

the evidence of Shri J.K.Ohosh,witness o.6 who 

is said to have delivered the parcel one would 

find that he does not speak a word against the 

petitioner that he had de.Livered the parcel to 

the petitioner,Iri the absence of any evidence 

that the parcel was delivered to the Letitioner 

by Shri .-Ghosh,cannot persuade te us to come 

to a conclusion that there is any evidence 

implicating the petitioner to he the author of 

the crime in Cluestic.n. In these facts and circumstance 

of the case,we are of opinion that this is a case 

of no evidence and therefore,we would hold that 

prosecution has signally failed to bring home the 

charge against the petitioner who is exonerated 

from the charges and stands acquitted.Order of 

punishment is hereby cjuashed. 

5. 	Thus, the application is accordingly disposed 

of leaving the parties to bear their cwn 	sts. 

aentral dministritive Tribunal, 
Cuttack Bench, .iittac}iK.Xohanty/ 

ugust 1  41993. 


