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3. 	Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Cuttack North Division, 
At-P.KParja Marg, 
PO-Cuttack GPO, 
Dst.Cuttack763 001. 

Respondents 

(By Advocate: Mr. U.B.Mohapatra) 

lu4t 

MR. A.K. PATNAII, MEM]3ER (fl: 
Appcant (Snri Ananta Kumar Paida) whe o:; v., 

GDSBPM of Badabftuan Branch Post Offke in account wth 

Sankhachifla Sub Post Office was issued with charge Memo under 

Fe 10 of G.DS Conduct & Empoyment' ues, 2001 vde CO 

Memo dated 07.09.2006. After cornpetion of enquiry, vdc cicr 

No.F/4-1/04-05 dated 31.082010 he was i nfUctcd 

cLns'nent of ,-emovai from serdce 'Mth imrnedte 

pr.ferred appea' on 04.12.2010 which was eected vide order 

No.ST/4801/201 I dated 29.04.2011 (Annexure-A/8). The Appic'nt 

hs aporoached this Tbund by fUnç, the insLan JA 	Tc 

quash Anriexure-A/i, A14,A'6 & A'8 and direct the Respc.'d 	c,  

enstate the Apohcant n service 	ak ccnsequentia bene'):s 

.v21udinq back wages and cost.. Copy of ths OA ras b:,c 

Mr.UB.Mohapatra, Learned Senior OGSC ir the Respondei.c 
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We have reard Mr.RK.Padhi, Learned Couns& for the 

AppUcant and Mr.UB.Mohapatra, Learned Senior CGSC appeanng 

for the Respondents and perused the records. 

Mr Padhi, Learned Counsei for the Apphcant, at the first 

instance, drew our attention to the order of the Appeate AuthorrLy 

dated 29.4.2011 at Annexure-A!8 to justify that the AppeUate 

Authority rejected his appeal without meeting/answering all the points 

raised by him in hi appeai in support of the wrong cnmmca 

K) and DA in the decion making process of the matter in other 

words, his contention is that the order of the app&!ate authority,  

wthout ue appoation of mind, He has as coreru1 tt 

power vested with the AppeHate Authority to consider appn& 

preferred by an emp'oyee is not an empty fc.rmahty but to da .t.h 

the matte:r in such a manner which woud give an impressn • 

ernpoyee concerned that the order is with due appUcation of mind 

after meeting/answering aU the points raised by him in fe &ppeaI. 

Hence, he has prayed that as the apphcant has been suffeirn n 	n 

;irpcsition of puntshrnent of rernov 	n an improper manner iC 

ppeUate authority rejected his appeai wthout due app!kaon nf n* 

this OA can be disposed of at this stage by rerntting the matter c thn 

Appe!!ate Authority to reconsider the Appea' and pass a reasond 

1 

order rneetinglanswenng a the poini:s as the AppeUate Autv"Yy 
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enjoys nherent pOWer to remove the injustice by way of setting aside 

the order of punishment 

Per contra, Mr.UB.Mohapatra Learned Senior CGSC 

appearing for the Respondents vehementl'' objected to the 

contention/argument advanced by Mr.Padhi on the ground that there 

was no wrong in the order of the appeate authority. The !epo c 

O and order of the DA are quite exhaustive. He has also denec the 

stand of the appUcant that the appeflate authority's order is without 

appiicaticn of mind. Mr.Mohapatra submtted that the appeftte 

	

trhority took note of aU the points raised by appiican: 	E 

same in the last para of tre order acj. AnnexureAI8. Howeve. 

submitted that if time is granted to hirr he wcik obtain ies 

ruction and fe a aeaed counter this regd 

4. 	Power has been vested with the Appete Authority to 

consider appea preferred by an employee against an rdr if 

punishment. The expression consicer is of some snifcance. r 

cntext of the Rules, the Appellate Authority was required to see 

to vvhether (i the procedure laid COWfl 	RL 	WS 

wth; () the en qui officer was jLstifd 	vinq a L 

the dehnquent officer was guilty ot the mscopduct aleqed aganst 

him and (iii) whether penaliy imposed by tne disciplinary authority 

kik 	 ecessive. n thE 	s'ant case, we fnd 	iI 	ncr nf :R 
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AppeHate Authority is a cearcut example of total ronnf):i 

mind. The Appeate AuUiority, when th5 rus require applicato: 

mind on several factors and the apphcant has piaced severai poirIs n 

support of the rehef, was bound to meet and amswer all the pons 

raised in the appeal in sehatm; especially when the appea is &* 

an order of removal. The above view is gained suppod by the 

decision of the Hon'hle Apex Court in the case of RPBhatt Vr 

of hida and others., AIR 1986 BC IC:40, 

5. 	in view of the discussions made above, the order of th 

appeHate athorv under .Annexure-A/8 dated 2).4.201 1 s quashed 

ard the. matter is rerrdted back to the App&iate Authcftlyto qivc . 

fresh co to hr aea of the app!cnt n the ght oil toe discuss m 

rade above nd 	imuncatr t' decision in an reasoned cr 

ie applicant thin a period of 6O(s>..t 4 ) days  from th date f receip 

of cony of this order. It s also ordered that 	 the status of 

the Applicant shall be as he was; pnor to the order ssued nrcer 

nneLeAi8. With the aforesaid obsemvatcn and directhn tni . 

ands disrose.d of. There shaH be nc order a,. to costs, 

p 
ember(Admn 


