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IN THE CENTiAL ?1tNISTRATI\rE TRIBON. 

CU.tTK 3ENCH 

Original Application NO.82 of 1991 

D3te of decision : October 4,1993, 

Chaturbhuja Gangoi ... 	 Applicant. 

Versus 

UniOa of India and others 	 Respondents. 

( FOR INSTRUCTIONS) 

Uhether it be referred to the Reporters or not ? 

;hether jL be circulated to alithe 8enchs of the 
Central Adminitratjve Tribunal or not ? 

t, 
(H.RMENi4A RA3PD) 	 (K.?. ACHARYA) 

:BER( 	STRZ'TI yE) 	 VICE -CHAIR;1AN. 
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CENTRAL A)NISTRArIVE TRI3UNAL 
CUTTACI( BENCH 

Original Application No.82 of 1991. 

Date of decision 3 Oct .ber 4,1993. 

Chaturbhuja Gangoi 	.,. 	Applicant. 

Versus 

Union of India and others 	 Re SpOndents•  

Forthc applicant ... 	r4/s.Deepak Nisra, 
R.N.Naik, A.Deo, 
B. S. T rip at hy, p. Pand a, 
AdvtX ate S. 

For the rcspondents ... Mr.Aswini Kurnar Micra, 
Sr.Standing Counsel (CAT) 

CO RAM: 

THE HON' BLE iVt. K. P. ACHARYA, VICE -CHAIR;1N 

AND 

THE HON' I3LE i'IR, I-I. RMENDRA PRAS), EER(ADN.) 

JUDGMENT 

K.P.HARYA, V.0. ,The applicnt while working as a Postal 

Assistant was preeded against under Rule 14 of the 

C.C.S.(C.C.A.)Rules,1965 on an allegation that the 

applicant had allc7ed withdrawal of money from the 

deposits made by three different depositors in the 

SB./c in the POSt Of tice at Dehurda Sub Office. 

An enquiry was conducted and ultimately the Enquiry 

0I.:iccr found that the charges hadoeen establisl- d 

and submitted his findings tothe disciplinary 

authority who in his turn cccurred with the findings 

of the enquiry Officer ancl ordered reductionof pay of the 

applicant by 5 stages for two years without cumulative 

\ffect. The appeal preferred by the applicant did not 



yield any fruitful result. Hence, this application 

has bc:ri filed to quash the order of punishnnt stated 

above, 

In their counter, the respondents maintained that 

the cae involves full-proof evidence and the principles 

of natural justi0a having been strictly follaed, the 

order of punishrrnt should not be unsettled - rather 

it should be sustained, 

We have heard learned counsel for the applicant 

and ;'Ir.Aini Kumar ira,learned Senior Standing Counsel 

(CAT)for. the respondents, it was veherrntly urged by 

learned counsel £ or the applicant that the order of 

Conviction should be quashed because the applicant had 

seriously disputed that the signature of the depositors 

appearing in the withdrawal form tallies with the 

specirrEn signature and therefore, the departrrental 

authorities should have referred the matter to the 

Covcrnient Examiner of Cuest&oned duments for its 

expert opinion,The respondents not having done so, the 

benefit must go o the applicant, we are not at all 

in agreei.ent with this contention of learned counsel 

for the applicant .beause from the articles of charge we if 

find that cne puma Chandra Naik LM SRO,Jaleswarpur, 

anc one Raj anikanta See, LrRO Dehurda and One P.C.Nayak 

LIO Dehurda had given certificates that the depositors 

in all these three applications had signed in their 

reenca and had taken the money in their presence. 

This was irregular in view of the Rules in forte and 

1- herf- forc. accordingly charge was fraried against the 
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applicant indicating the fact that mey withdrawn 

was not ente red in the Pass Book. We fail to understand 

as to ho the charge of misappropriation was not framed 

against the applicant and reasons are unknin. But here 

is a case, there has been violation of prescrioed 

rules by the applicant and in such Circumstances, there 

was no necessity for the Postal Department to send the 

admitted sign at. and the specimen signature to the 

Government Examiner of Questioned Documents. Therefore, 

we find, no merit in the aforesaid contention of learned 

counsel for the applicant. 

4. 	W find no irregularity/illegality in the 

departmantal proceeding and we find no error in such 

proceeding. In case, there is any error then the 

disciplinary authority has grossly erred on the question of 

leniency of the quantum of penalty. As such, we find no 

i-ile-rit in this application which stands dismissed leaving 

the parties to be r their a:ncosts, 
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Central Administrative 
Cuttack Bench, Cuttack 
Octo5cr 4,1993/Sarangi. 4 

.................... 
VICE -CII Al RHAN. 


