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8, From the atove, it is evident thot the Charges werw

for lapses in making entries in the prescribed recistors
raintained at the post office. From the enguiry report,

it is noticed that the E,.U.held thaet Loth the charges

are proved and that the violatica of Aule..164 of the rules
of Branches C(ffices i;pesteblished. There rmay not be . case
of misapprOpriatiqy;an?;e applicant .:.us not cherged

for misabprOpriation. The charges relate caly to discherye o
cuties and maintenance of prcper registers, irom the

enguiry report, it is also noticed that the enguiry as

held cn different dates and the applicant .:as present Coulng

“the enquiry. The applicant alleged that Sat. Gite oSowi

Yeceived the insured letter, was not examined, the Byl ]

G C.

nave stated that the applicant coyld have examined her ca -is

tehalf to prove his case but he failel to do so,

9o So far as the documents are ccacerned, the m2mo
Of churges ccatainsc a list of documents'Mich ere seliony
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as ©f these documents

faie

up¢cn 10 prove the charges dndchp
wera enclosed \rith the ramo bf charg?s served ¢ the
applicant. The arpiicent wreuld appear 10 have asked for
inspection of 29 Addgiticaal dotuments, out of which 9 which
viere cecnsidered relevent vere allowed t0 be inspected.

The remaining 20 vere ccasidessd act relevant to the

case, Therefore, no in5pectiCnTwas allcred, The applicant
has not stated how the docum:ntévhid{@re refused for
inspecticn  were relevant to the‘case. Further, this aspect
w&s also discussed in the appellate order, wherein, the appa--
llate authority nela that the;relevancy of these documents
was not explained by the applicanﬁ, In this back ground,

we find that the ccatention +that ihe enquiry was not
prcperly held and th.% Cpportuhity was not afforded to'the

applicant to defond egsals casz and tiae relevant documents

were not supplied, .s vithout merit.

1C. Pegarding the ccntention that the proceedings are
vitiated for failure +<v ccamily :ith the time limit of

120 days prescribed by the Dirsctor General of Postal

Services for finalisaticn Offdisciplinary proceedings, e
have carefully examined the reélavant instructions at page
nog, 40 to 42 of service Rules for Z.D, Staff ( Swamy's
Compilaticn 1987 VIth iditicn), ine instructiams indicate
that E.D. agent can betbut offuduﬁy even before initiatica
of disciplinary nroceedings. Tncagh, ofcourse tﬁ“put Off’
shculd not be QT%wxe suspéciC§ tut ¢a  establishment of
a prima facle case . In th2 cass of the applicant, the
charges related to lapses ca his part committed in 1982
and {he put Off dQ%??}n 1983 %fter preliminary inguizy =nlce
established that tgére vias ap¥ima facie case against ins
apy licant. The timaz limit of ;20 days for completica of

disciplinary procesdin

s is conly to impress upta the
d¢isciplinary authority ©o pas$ £inal orders expediticu:
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but it is not a hard and fast rule that the proceedings

should not be extended beycnd the period of 120 days. ‘hat
is required the matter should be reported to tﬁe superior
authority. showing justifiCo§icn for the delay in completicn
of the disciplinary ;roceedings, In the light of this,

we hold that mere delay in finalissticn of the disciplinary
proceedings will not vitizte the proceedings. The applicant
has not made out any case of violaticn of statutory provisicis
and his cententic, ¢h t the disciplinary proceeding is

violative of the instructicas, has no substance,

1l. It was also urged that a copy of enquiry rebOrt

was not given to the applicant before imposition of the
punishment. e have ccnsidersd this ccatention. The charges
vere for failure to perform tne departmental duties. It is

not the case Of the applican® that he has made the correci
entries in the registers,ch the other hand, he has pleaded
that he was not aware of the rules, Ignorance of rules can not
be a ground for justifying lapses. The applicant is expected
to be ccaversent vith rules &nd regulations which he has
required to follcs in day to day work. As the charges vere held
established on the basis of the office records, we do not

see that there is any prejudice caused to the applicant’s
case in not fumishing the enquiry report before impositica of

punishment,

12, The ordey of disciﬁlinary authority (Annexure-5)
contains detailad discussiOn‘On ihe evidence for and acainst.
it showvs clearly that the decisica of the disciplinary
authority was arrived at by tue applicatica of its mind. ¢
Order of the Appellate Authority (Annexure~7) also discus::- .
in detail the grcunds urged din the appeal., It is well recat s
Ordere ..e do not see any infirmities or irregularities In

these orders.
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13, Taking the factis and circurstances of the case,
vie are Of the view that the applicaticn has no merit and
accordingly it is dismissed with costs on the parties,
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