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In the uentrai Administrative Trioural 

a1cutta, Bencn 

OA NO.844/96 

present 	: Honole Mr.. Bisas, Memoer(A) 
Hon'ble Mr.N. Frusty, Member(J) 

Md Aodul Ghid, S/o i.ate Ma, Abul am Branch Postrraster, 'Ilsa iiO 
(since dismissed), Nortn z4 Parcras, resident of Village & eu 
'I isa 

.Applicant 
-Vs- 

Union OL India, service through Secretary, Ministry of 
ommunicat ions, Departirent of Posts, La k inaa n, i'ew De in i 

Cnief Postrraster General, W.ts. Circle, Yogayog Bhava 
Caicutta-12 

beOs., tarasat un.1  Barasat-i. 

Prasanta unosh, 'o L.M. uhosh, viii & i'u Iisa, 24 PargarasN) 

.besponaents 

For the applicant 	Mr.1. Chatcerjee, ounsei 

For tne respondents 	Mr.S.P. Kar, uounsei 

Late or Order 

cRuER 

jvJr.. tisas, Member(A) 

Heara the rival counsel ana went tnrougri the suomission 

and rejoinder and case records carefully. 

2. 	Whiie working as an EDBPIVI of Talsa B.O. in account witn 

iira Ballavpur S.O. tNorth 24 ±rms from i-12-oi to 31-i-94 tne 

applicant 	statealy vioiated tne provisions of Rule 131(3) of 

Rules tor Branch Offices, 6tn Edn. kznd Reprint) and Rule 4(i) & 

4(i) (a) of P&T eHB Vol.1 General and aiso noted in contravention 

or Rule ti of EDA iConduct and services) Rules, 1964 in as much as 

he accepted various deposits rrade on b-2-9, 19-6-2, 16-i-95, 7-

5-93 and 3-L-93 from one Ma. Aoyia, A/Cs LNO.20i1183. rnough tne 

applicant nade entry of tne deposits Rs2000/-, Rs7000/-, Rs000/-

k<s7300/- and Ks31000/- resctive1y, in tne çass 000k or the 

depositor, under initiai and date stamp, but aid not credit tne 

amounts in tne Government A/C ana retained the said deposits with 

himself urauthorisedly. As enumeratea in the articles of cnarges 

apndea to the memo dated 20-i-95, tne applicant ailowea various 

—witharasa1s to the depositor (No.20371i) under his initial and 

date and stamp. 
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A forrtl enquiry to the alleged cnarges ua s conaucted 

by the instituted Inquiry Ofricer, submitting the inquiry report, 

conciuded tnat the charges were proved. Accoraingly tne 

disciplirary autnority aismissed the applicant vide impugned order 

datea i-ll- (Anrexure 2 to the OA) as sought for qua shment. 

4. 	The applicant tiled an appeai ainst the rornal 

punishment oraer datea 3-11-5. The appeliate autnority vide tne 

impugned orcer datea 7-3-yb uphela the oraer of punishment dated 

3-li-95 ana soughr its quashment. The said appeal ues ciisposea of 

after considering some vii points raised in tne appeai, aIrtne 

appellate authority fimiiy held that tne appellant wes not aoie 

to prove that the transactions in the a/c were not related to his 

account and tne transactions accepted to nave been xrade ty the 

aepositors as well the appellant were actuaily accountea ror in 

tne Govt. A/c. 

n. 	While consiaering tne facts and procedure adopted in 

tne case, Ivlr.B.unatterjee, tne learned counsel for the applicant 

oy and iarge acceptea the aliegations as brcadly correct in fact 

and procedure thougn the appellate order is cryptic but tne 

conclusions are irrefutaole. 

The learned counsel ror the responoents observea that 

tne applicant dia not suomit any statement of diefence to the 

charges within the specif.iea time - that is to say tne articles or 

charges were neither accepted nor aenied oy the applicant and tne 

charges were found roved oy the Inquiry (Drficer in his report 

wnich Aas consiaered in aaraing the impugned .peralty of aismissal 

at the conclusion of a rorrrai aisciplirary proceaure. Firally, 

after considering tne applicant's representation, the appellate 

autnority nas conrirrnea the oraer of punishment. 

we thererore do not find any legal or factuai lacurae 

in the procecure ana conclusions wnich cuimirated in tne order of 

Punishment and the appellate oraer -  impugned oy the applicant. 


