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3 In the Central Administrative Tribunal
| Jaipur Sench, Jaipur
Date of Order : W\ 0%
0.4 Nogs 1702000
Mangeram S/o 8irbalram aged about 45
years, and Resident of Vililage & Post
0ffice Jharoda Uia Kiharwas District=
, Jhunjhunu and working as Ex. Extra -
Depar tmental granch Bast Master,Jhareda
vidKuharwas 333 034% veesst Applicantd
versus
| - 1. Tnicn of India through through
| the Secrestary to ths Government
| of India, Department of Posts,
f Ministry of Communication,
' Ne MEU Delhi - 110 0014
24 Postmaster General,
, Ra jasthan Western Region,
i Jodhpur~ 342 0034
|
3. Director Postal Services,
! Rajasthan Western Region,
'! a Jodhpur 342 003..
4o Superintendent of Post OFfice,
Jhunjhunu Division,
Jhunjhunu 333 0014 Jele oet RESpondents,
CORAM ¢
Hon'ble Mre Justice GJL« Gupta, Uiege Chairman
Hon'ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Administrative fMember
! . ceese
(( ;f?gu[-’ % é:,m-_w
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K.L. Thewani, counsel for the applicant, is nresents

- Mr. |Arun Chaturvedi,counsel Par respondents, is presente
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in this application under section 19 of the

Administrative Tribumals Act, 1985, applicant Mangsram,

hag prayed for guashing the impugned order dated 9,8.558

(Arnex.A/1) and 256.1,20800 (Annex.A/2) and, further for

a direction to the respondents to reinstate the applicant

seprvice with all éonsequential henefits.

Applicant's case is that he was working as

T

tra Departmental Branch Post Master (*E.D.B. P for

short) Jharoda Post OfPice since 19.5.79. A Chargesheet
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s served upon the applicant vide Memorandum dated

[1.99 (Annex.A/3)s The charges framed relating to

A
s-appropriation of maney and on conclsion of the

niiry, the Disciplinary Axtthor 1Ty imposed penal ty of
noval from service upo%ﬁha applicant vide his grder
ed 5.8.99 (Annex.A/1). The appeal filed against the
der of the Disciplinary Authority was rejecbted by

e Appellate Authority vide his prder dated 25.,1,2000

nnex.A/2). Hence, this A nlicationd
?
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The applicant has prefer s applicsa

the departmental

p—

the following grounds viz. (i

quiry wss naot properly held and he was not given an
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onpnrtunéty to defend his case j (ii) the‘applicant was
&l al1owed the secvices of a Defence Assistant of his .
choiéegﬁﬁxhe aﬁplicant was not given phata'copies of

ty

P2

tne| Listed documesnts j§ (iv) the Disciplinary Author
and| the Inguiry Officer, have deliberately and wilfully
avolided to refer to the rules of depesits in Saving Bank
Acoount 3 (v) the Inquiry Officer failed &0 examine the
applicant under Rule 14 (18) of the CCS (cCA) Rules,196S
and {vi) the penalty imposed upon the applicant is

hansh and shocking.

be In the counﬁegjrespcndants nave stated that the
inguiry was held as per rules and there were no irregularity
or| infirmity in the conduct of inguiry. The Inguiry

OfPicer has held the charges against the applicant as
mepved' . It is also pointed-out by the respondents that
applicant in his statement dated 3.12,98 has accepted the
alllegation levelled against him and assured good conduct
for the future. In these circumslances, the applicant

dozs notdeserve any sympathg,ayer the respondents and

the application be dismisseds

54 e have heard the learned counsel for the parties

and perused record of the case carefully.

6 4 Ais has been pointad-cut above, the applicant has
himself in his statement dated 3.12.98 accepted the
alle gation levelled against him, ngthihg morTe remains
to be delibepated in this cass. He has been held guilty

'y

of the charges by the Inguiry O0fficer and accordingly
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Mistappropriation of Covernment money is a seriocus

'40'

has been punished by the Disciplinary Authoritys
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and| reflects adversely upon the integrity of the applicante

Noneguestioning of the applicant under Sub Rule 18 of Rule

. 0t any prejudices
Lf the CCS (CCA) Rules, has/fcaused/to Gtne applicant

and|, therefore, we do not consider this to be fatal

7o

with no order as to coste
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the ingiry. We are, therefore, of the
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as to v

vigw that the Original fipplication is devoid of any merit

The Original Application is accordingly 6?5?}gsed
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