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In the midst of the hearing, the Ld.Sr, 

$tanding Counsel, by filing a Nno No.S?/RO/ 

1-37/23 dtd.25.3.05, subnitted an order 

passed bythe 	ll.te Authority, on the appli- 

cants appeal dtd.5.7.3 qushinc the order 

of recovery of s.15,6C/- imposed on him by 

the )iscii:linary Authority on the orajfl that 

the bac ufl:er reference was recei"ed in torn/ 

dmaced condition in that office :ind tat no 

hre it was the case of the prosecution 

that the ali-cant was either responsible for 
I 

the dma--'ed /trri condition of the bag or that 

the had misappropriated the amount of 

stated to have been kept in the cash bag. F1e 

had also held that nothinq could be conc1usive 

0 e dated g*JJ5 

This O.A. has been filed by Shri Natha 

Kurnbhar being aggrieved by the order of the 

iscipiinary Authority dtd. 22.5.e3 imp sine 

on him the re.very of stxn of s.15/-

en account of, lss caused to the De!,arbnent 

under Rule 12 (2) of CCS (CC&Aaules1 165. 

Being aqqrieved, applicant has filed an appeal 

(Anriexure-/4) dtc3.5.7.3 before the Directer 

of Postal Services, Smbalpur Reqion praying 

for quashine the order of recoveWi.rnposed on 

him, 	s his appeal has not been disposed of, 

he has filed this O.A. seeking relief as stated 

above. 

I Have heard Nr.T.Rath,Ld.Counsel for the 

a,ulicarit and Mr.U.T.Lhpatri,Ld,Sr.Standim,, 

Counsel '-or the espondents. 

ly proved to the effect that the applicant was 
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directly or indirectly responsible for the 

loss of, the money from the cash bag or less 

caused to the departmc!mt. Fwever, considerinç 

the role and responsibility of the applicant, 

the Appellate Auth rity reduced the pU1S tine nt 

on the aprlicant to that of 6ensure. As the 

Appellate Authority, after due cons ideratin 

of the facts and circi..nstances of the case, 

has, by a reasoned order, decided that the 

applicant was not responsible for the loss 

caused to the Eepartrnent and there fre quasktd  
irnosed 

the on, 	of recovory of Rs.15,fl/-pn hp 

the relief soucht for in this O.. has been 
and 

fully met to that extent,4this O.A, has become 

infructuous 	}!wever, the Appellate Zuthorit 

this imposed the punihsment of eensure whch i 

however, a different matter and it is For the 

aipljcant to seek departmental remedy if he 

would fee 1 aggrtevby the •rder. 

IJaving regard to the above facts and 

circunstances of the case, this O.A. is dig-

psed of being infructuous. 

The appellate Authority by iorder 

dtd.25,3.5 although reduced the ypdtnishment 

already,.by the discipUriary authority from 

recovery of s.1Sflø/ to that of censure, 

it has ,he#n explicitly ordered that the oun1 

a1redy recovered from the applicant should 

also be refunded to hm ith the passing of 
A the order referred to above. 'V 
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