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CEWRAL ADHINTSTRAT»£

Oriqinal Application Wq, 724 oP ioqa

3abalpur, thia tha 8th day of April 2003,

HSU'bil SJ: J'J* aS!?!?"*' - S**" (AdAww.)n Bia nr. a.K. Bhatnagar - neaibar (Oodlclal)

Sri Raa Kunar Rajput» agad 35

fSin « Bilaapur R.s. poiRdiluay Poat Offica)
Bilaapur - 495004,

(By Advoeats- Shrl S.K. Nigpal) applicant

1,

2.

Union of India,
Through Poat Raater Ganaral

Rlliu! 2 n®atar Ganaral,Raipur Region, Raipur, «,p.

VERSUS

Suparintandant of Poat Officaa

(By Advocata - Shrl B. Daailva)

order (nr«n

RESPONDENTS

ly. A,K. Bhatnaoar^ (Dudiriml

By ohis Original application filed under section
" Of the fld„.iniatrati,« Tribunal Act, tha applicant has
challenged the order dated 29/08/1997 ie.unrt '

issued oy respon
dent No, 2 (Annexure A/i ) bv tihi f-h/ I / oy unicn recovery of Rs
15.B60/- haue been imposed u^n the applicant and'the
otder dated 1l/02/i9ga (Anne.ure A/2) cagecting the appe-

flled uy the applicant. The applicant has sought
-lief by guaahing the impugned orders Anne.ure A/i and
A-nexure A/2 resp„cti«,iy and for directing the respon-

eTtl'T " -°-do„the aaiacy
'  i"t"sst. In the interin relief

sought direction of this Tribunal to
the respondents to otav -Hp

recouery. uide order dated
29/09/1990 cpa orde" of mr"S. ef recovery has been stayed .
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2. The case of the applicant is that he uas charge
sheeted under Rule 16 of the CCS(Ca) on 3/6-1-97
/rt - / > SO roe( nnexure A/3),2thB a Uegation tiiat/iUegal transaction
was made by one Shri 3. P. Wighra who was working as
Sub Post Plaster in Sarkanda NOTSO, Bi la spur. Shri 3.P.

Plishra made fraudulent withdrawal and committed raiaapp-
ropnat^n^^r^the savings banks accounts of various
persons to^tune of Rs. 2,50,000/-. it was alleged that
during 1993-94 the applicant did not ensure that proper
check were carried out and did not follow the procedure

laid down in Rule 38(3), 32(2) of the P0S8 flannual Vol. I

Based on the charge penalty of recovery of Rs. 15,960/-

in 35 equal instalments of Rs. 442/- has been imposed

upon the applicant. Aggrieved by this the applicant

filed an appeal on 16/l0/l997 (Annexure A/9} which was

rejected by the appellate aiAhority vide order dated

11/02/1998 (Annexure a/2).

3. The learned counsel for the respondents contested

his case by filing the return. In para 19 of the counter

reply the respondents have contended that the applicant

had opportunity of preferring a petition before the

departmental authorities which he failqd to avail. So

petition is premature and deserves to be dismissed.

4. Ue have heard Shri S.K. Nagpal learned counsel for

the applicant and Shri 0. Dasilva for the respondents.

The learned counsel for the applicant submitted that it is

a case where fraud was committed by one Shri 3.P. Rishra,

while the applicant had only worked for one day on

02/04/1994 and made only an entry of Rs. 1^400/- and

therefore he could not be held responsible for all the

transactions. The learned counsel for the applicant

further submitted that disciplinary authority and
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ap!:5ellace authority has acted mechanically and without

application of mind. The punishment is unwarranted as it

was Shri J. P. Hishra who hcd committed the fraud and the

petitioner cannot be held responsible for the same. The

learned counsel for the applicant places reliance on the

order passed by this Tribunal in OA ho, 725/1998 decided

on ord April 2000 in the case of R.K. Kshatri Us. Union

of India.

4.1. In view of the aforesaid ye are of the view that

the present case is covered by the order passed in OA sao,

725/1998 and is applicable in this case. The order passed
in 725/l99B reads as under •

"Based on the submissions made by the learned
counsel of applicant, ue feel that case requires
reconsideration by the respondents. Ue also find
that iiiB applicant has not made a revision petition
to the revising authority. Accordingly, ue disoose
of this OA with a direction that in cLe the
applicant submits a revision petition al-ong with
a copy of this order to the revising authority
within 10 days, through speed post to avoid delay,
in that evert, the Revising Authority shall
consider the case of the applicant without takino
the plea of limitHtion, if any, and reply to the
applicant throut^ a speaking order within two
months from the date of receipt of the same and
com;.;unicate to the applicant promptly. The interim
order with regard to recovery shall stand vacated
after two months from the date of this order".

n
Therefore the applicant is directed to submit a revisio

petition alone with a copy of this order to the revising

authority within one month through speed post to avoid

delay, in that event, the revising authority shall

consider the case of the applicant without taking the

plea of limitation, if any, and reply to the applicant

through a speaking order within two months from the date

of receipt of the same and communicate to the applicant

promptly. The inteam order with regard to recovery shall

stand vacated after two months from the cfcte of this

order.
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5. With the abeve direction, the original application
is disposed of, uith no order as to cost.

(A.K. BHATNAGAR)
fi£:r'iBER(3)

CCA V

(r.k. upadhyaya,
member (a)

l1 "SA"

n  3?raCTjr,

(i) TrPr •, - n- are

-(^ .7i;OT
A^) As^ '*' .

T-insn ud oii^JiTitn lioriteiiE t<3_ 7v /•/


