CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 03/ 2007
'DATE OF ORDER: 27.03.2009
HON'BLE DR. R.C. PANDA, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
Mangi Lal Paliwal son of Shri Shanaker Lal, aged 58 years, Postal
Assistant Post Office, Rajsamad, R{o wl!age Nogama, District
Rajsamad.
..Applicant.

{Mr. Vijay Mehta, counsel for applicant).
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1. Union of India through the Secretary, Ministry of
Communication {Department of Post}, Sanchar Bhawan,

- New Delhi.

. . Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Udaipur.

Director, Postal Services, Southern Region, Rajasthan,

Aimer,

..Respondents.

S {(PER HON’BLE DR. R.C. PANDA, A.M.)
y This is a case where the applicant working as Postal
,";\’« -

Assistant, Post Office Kankroli, aﬂegedl to have be_en responsible
for the payment of interest of HUF Monthly Income Scheme
Account though such interest was not admissible to those

accounts,

2. The applicant was issued a charge memo to which he
submitted his reply. The Disciplinary Authority having considered

his reply, passed an order vide letter dated 17.03.2006 and the
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Disciplinary Authority found | him guilty of the charges and
imposed pénalty of recovery of Rs. 21502/-, a copy of which was
served on the applicant (Aﬁnexure Afi). It is submitted that
an appeal against the said order filed by the applicant was
disposed of by the Appellate Authority vide order dated

27.09.2006 {Annexure A/2).

‘3. I have heard the learned counsel for both the parties and

perused the pleadings.

4. Shri Vijay Mehta, the learned counsel for the applicant
raised an objection that the Appellate Authority has not given an
opportunity to be heard ‘against the recovery ordered by the
Dfscipiinary Authority §n which he had fited an appeal. He
submitted that the applicant would submit a representation to

the Appellate Authority for reconsideration.

s 5. " On the other hand, Shri Godara, the learned counsel for

the respondents feels that the applicant cannot be aggrieved of
- w not bemg heard, since there is no prowsmn for personal hearing
\z . \to be prowded to the applicant in case of minor penalty
o/ ’/v dtsc:phnary proceedings. With regard to the point raised by Shri

7 Mehta, he submitted that if the applicant desires to submit a

z "i/

- representation to the Appellate Authority to examine the case
and afford personal hearing to the applicant, he may do so.

Shri Godara submits that he has no view in the matter.
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In view of the intention mentioned by the learned counsel

6
‘ 7S -‘fgy the applicant, the applicant is at liberty to submit a

[

\resentation to the respondent No. 3 {the Appellate Authority)

7. | With the above ,obsefvations and directions, th;e Original

Application is disposed of with no order as to costs.

(m/t\.?z\c. PANDA)

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
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