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.P.GHdYA,v.c. 	 In this application under section 19 of 

the Aministratjve Tribunals Act, 1985,the 

petitioner prays to quash the order contained in 

-nnexure 4 ordering recovery of Rs.4,890,4. from 

the petitioner. 

2. 	Shortly stated the case of the jetitioner 

is that the petitioner is a Gr.I 1 ngineer 

Mechanical under tho outh astern Rai1way. 

Leak Detector was entrusted to the petitiorr. 
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Since the petitioner lost the same,the petitioner 

was called upon to subtiit his explanation and the 

same had been held to be unsatisfactory.The competent 

authority passed an order directing recovery oft he 

amount mentioned above which is under challenge and 

sought to be q.iashed. 

In their counter,the Upposite Parties 

maintained that rightly the impugned order was 

passed by the competent authority which should not 

be unsottied - rather it should be sustained 

de have heard Mr.c;aneswar Rath loarned counsel 

appearinq for the petitioner and iir..6,gh learned 

ditional Standing counsel appearinQ for the Railway 

dministretion.Learned counsel for the petiticnr 

vehemently urged before us that after the impugned 

order of punishment was passed a proceeding was 

initiated against the petitioner.Therefore,the 

order of punishment should be quashed as principles 

of natural justice has not been complied be:ore 

passing the impugned order of punishment. In 

our opinion no such proceeding should have been 

initiated because a minor penalty has been 

imposed and such minor penalty could be passed 

consideringthe explanation of t he delinquent officer. 

n this case explanation of the petitioner has 

been considered and found to be unsatisfactory 

and thereafter the impugned order has been passed. 

Therefcre,initiation of a departmental proceeding 
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is redundant.;e hav given our anxious considerdtic.n 

to the a rgents advanced at the Bar. Admittedly 

the petitioner had taken charge of the detector 

and was hoid-ing the same.1or ia some reason or 

the other the proerty of the Government has been 

lost in the hands :.f the etitioner.The Jovernrnent 

cannot sustnin the lcss.It rnustbe reimbursed.The 

only person 	liable for reimbursement is the 

person holding th3 property entrusted by the 

Government .Therefore, rightly the concerned 

' €uthority directed recovery of the amount from 

the petitioner.11eflCe e find no merit in this 

application whichj stands dismissed. 	costs. 	
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