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¢ BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
‘ 9 BANGALORE BENCH : BANGALORE .

DATED THIS THE FOURTEENTH DAY OF MARCH, 1988,

Present: Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy .. Vice Chaman |
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego . .. Member (A)

APPLICATION NO, 52/1988

Shri N, Satish Chandra

Major

Postal Assistant

Harihar

Chitradurga District. .. Applicant

(Shri M.R. Achar ... Advocate)

Vs.

1. The Superihtendent of Post Offices
Chitradurga Division
Chitradurga.

2. The Director of Postal Services

North Karnataka Region A
Dharwar. .. Respondents

(Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah ... Advocate)

This application having come up for hearing

today, Vice Chairman made the following:

ORDER

.m;%%\§ In this application made under section 19 of

ne Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985, (the Act)

&

\tgg applicant had challenged Order No.. NKR/STA/9-NSC

Vv

- AR \,_; ‘ .

§ X o ddftgd 16.12,1987 (Annexure-B) of the Director of Postal
L Y ) o

\f%}\ﬁﬁﬁ _, “Services, North Karnataka Region, Karnataka {'Director!')

~

o ° %and order No. Misc/13/87-88 dated 12-11-1987 (Annexure-A)

e

of the Superintendent of Post Offices, Chitradurga

Division, Chitradurga (SPO).

2. At the material time, the applicant was working

as a Postal Assistant of Hiriyur Post Office. When he
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was functioning in that capacity, theSPO noticed @
various omissions and commissions. in the discharge
of his duties and therefore initiated regular
disciplinéry proceedings against him under Rule 14
of the C.C.S. (C.C.8A) Rules, 1965 ('Rules'), and
served on him a charge memo on 30,9,1987/5,10,1987

levelling two charges and they read thus:

ANNEXURE -1

Statement of articles of charge framed
against Shri N, Satish Chandra, Postal
Assistant, Hiriyur,

Article = I

That the said Shri N, Satish
Chandra while functioning as P.A
Hiriyur during March 1987 collected :
an amount of R 37.50 (Rupees Thirty )
-seven/50 only) from Shri P, Channappa
on 5-3-87 being the charges for a |
telephone call for Bangalore booked by
him from Hiriyur RCO, issued him the
receipt no.38 in the form of Eng,8 for
ps 37.50 (Rs. Thirtyseven/50 only) but
credited only B 19,50 (ks Nineteen/50)
to post office accounts resulting in
short credit of Rk 18/~ (. Eighteen
only) violating the provisions of
Rule 202 of FHB vol., I and rule 216
of Vol.V and thus feiled to maintain
absoluted integrity es required by
Rule 3(1)(i) of CCS (conduct)
rules, 1964,

Article - IT

That during the aforesaid period
and while functioning in the aforesaid
office the said Shri N, Satish Chaendra
issued the receipt No.38 in the form
Eng.8 for & 37.50 (k. Thirtyseven/50)
to Shri P, Channappea on 5-3-87 noting
therein duration of the call as '5!
minutes without simultaneously
preparing the office copy of the said

Y receipt RNo.38, but later on falsified

the PO records by preparing the office
copy of the said receipt no.38, noting
therein the amount as ks 19.5C (Bs,
Nineteen/50 NP only) and the duration
of the phone call as '3' minutes there-~
-by violating the provision of rule

205 of FHB vol,I and thus failed to
maintain absolute integrity as required
by Rule 3(1)(i) of CCS (Conduct), :
Rules, 1964,

e st oottt S e =



to the Director, who by his order dated 16.12.1987

N\imposed by the disciplinary authority and upheld by
- % ‘

In answer to this charge memo, the applicant
on 23,1C,1987 filed his statement admitting the

charges levelled against him, and only pleading

for mercy. On an examination of the charge memo,
defence filed by the applicant and all other
relevant records, the SPO in his order made on !
12,11,1987 inflicted the penalty of removal
from’service“against the applicant., Aggrieved

by this order, the applicant filed an appeal,

had dismissed the same, Hence this application,

3. In justification of the impugned 3;‘
orders, the respondents have filed their reply -

and have produced their records.

4, Shri M, Raghavendra Achar, learned

counsel for the applicant, contends that on the

facts and circumstances the punishment of removal

reinstatement to service.

5. Shri-M.S. Padmarajaiah, learned cousel
for the respondents, contends that the facts and
circumstances and the previous punishment impésed on
the applicant 6n 30.9.1985 for a similar misdemeanour
undoubfedly justified removal of the applicant from
service and the same does not justify our interference

on any ground.
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6. We have earli#r set out the two

charges levelléd against tﬁe applicant, The
charges leVelléd against the applicant are serious,
J .

The applicant has admitted!both the charges levelled
‘ J

tThen once the aepplicant admits the

‘ J

charges levelled against him, the only guestion

against him,

J
| that survives for consideretion of the disciplinary

authority is one of imposﬂng the proper punishment,

| - On an examination of all ﬂhe facts and circumstances

of the case, the SPO had found it proper to impose

| the punishment of removallfrom service, with
J :

which the appellate authority had concurred,
| ‘ ‘ .

‘ We should not normally interfere with the
I J ‘ 7’ ‘
quantum of punishment impposed by the authorities, '

' J
On this score itself, we should decline to

interfere wifh the punisﬁment imposed against the
| applicant, : f
.' o

7. Even otherw%se,

‘ was a previous minor punishment on the applicant

for a 51m11ar charge andjthat had no salutary .

ve notice that there.

. . s
-
v o

" _effect on him., On the other hand, the appllcant had A‘
indluged in committing phe same misdemeanour, that'

’ |
too within a short spanfof time. If the

,authorities:with due regerd to all of them had
J f

removed the:applicant, then we will not be justified
‘ o

in interfering with the!punishment imposed on the
' J

‘ applicant, ' J
' |

| ,
8. ' As all the contentions urged for the
applicant fail, this adplication is liable to be.

|
dismissed. , We, thereﬁore, dismiss this application.

: |
: |




But in the circumstances of the case, we direct

the parties to bear their own costs,
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SUPREME  COURT OF INDIA -
NEW DELHI S
Dated _22.2.1989

PR y‘ -
- .

From:'

' - B R R. o
- The Additi , ' ’
Supreme Caurt of India, ' | v '

Tb; é{/////// oL : o ' . S
\u/)T e Registrar, | - ' ‘ | '

onal Registrar,

Central Administrative P#ibunal,
Bangalore -

EETITION® FOR SPEGIAL LEA

VE
(Petition nder Aryicle 1356

‘ _ ; 988

IO APPEAL (CIVIL) Nog, 12641 of 1 |
iel of the Cdnstitution'cf India for
Special Leave to Appeal te the Supreme Court from the
Judgment-and’ﬁrder dated the 14.3.1988 ——0of the
R IR , , v . .

- antralVAd@inistrative Tribunal, Bangalore
in  application No.52/88) ' -' o .)
N. Satish Chandrs . :

' -« Petitioner (#)
' Supdt. of Post Office, Xﬁféggdurgalbivn & anr

' |  «. Respondent (s)
~ Sir, . _ .

e
.

1988 :
“day'of Eece@berol. 498 .

Youre faithfully, . j

. . %ﬁﬂ/v\(v/; L " ’
- for'Addl.R

egistrar,




