IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD EENCH : AT HYDERABAD,
* k %

0.A, 572/91 ' Dt. of Decision : 24,3,1994,

V.V.R.N.p' Ranga RaO ) . » Applicant.

Vs

Union of India represented by:

1, The Secretary to Government,
Devartment of Posts,

New Delhi,

2, .Director of Postal Services,
0/o0 The Post Master General,
Vijayadiida, - _ o

3, The Senior Superintendent of

Post Qffices,
Eluru, .+« Respondents,

Counsel for the Applicant : Mr, k.S.R.Anjaneyulﬁ

Counsel for the Respondents : Mr, V. Raghava Reddy,
‘ Aadl, CGsC,

CORANM:
THE HON'BLE SHRI T.CZHEANDRASEKHARA REDDY : MEMBER {JUDL,)

THE HON'BLE SHRI H., RAJENDRA PRASAD : MEMBER (ADMN,)
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0.A.572/91 Dt. of Decision:24th March,

- ORDER
YAs per Hon'ble Shri T. Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member(J)}

This is an spplication filed under Section 19
of the Administratiti;Tribunals Act to set aside the order
of removal déted 29,6.90 passed as against the applicant
by th7£isciplinary authority énd as confirmed by thghppellate'
Authority as per ﬁis orders dated 10.12.90 and tomééinstate,
the applicant into service with all consequential benefits

and pass such other crder or orders as may deem fit and

prcper in the circumstances of the case,

2. Facts giving rise to this OA in brief, are

as followss

3. The applicant herein was working as Branch
Postmaster in'the'year 1988 at P, Rajavarém-Post office
account with Jeelugumilli Sub Office.lt is zxag sald that
xhike the applicanttﬁégpwg;;i;g as Branch Postmaster at
the said post office since 1978 onwards, A surprise check
Sub-Divi Anonad on 29.12.88
was conducted by the/Inspector of Postoffices/at the
postoffice k where the appliCan£ was working. The
Sub=Divisional Inspecter, who is the inSpeéting authority
found é shortage of Rs.129.55 in cash énd stamp balances
He also further found that the applicant had nét paid
aﬁ amount of Rs.21;10 to the depesitor of SB account
xXkugk though the account was closed on 23.12.88. So, in
view of the shortage of cash and postal stamps and as the
applicant had nct paid‘RS.21.10 to the depositor of SB A/c
though the account was clqsed on 23.12.88, the applicant
was placed under put off duty w,e.f, 29.12,88 and it was

AT Ty

found thatthere was a prima facieLjfcase to be/ enquiréd b
i 4y T
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Kﬂ;;__ﬂfwjinto the lleged misconduct of the applicant. However,

the applicant credited the said amount of Rg.21.10 - on
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29.12. 88 and Rs 129 55 on 30.12.88 under UCR and aF=®o made
geood the ruﬁées of 129. SSﬁatowards shortage of cash and
stamp bé&ance. In view of the a;lgggg miscondgiiniiwztg 0
applicant,_khx ? disciplinary~author1ty_ﬁjinitiated as STYMNA
against theapplicant. A regular charge sheet was issued
by the competent authority. An;‘rEnquiry Officer was
aprointed. The Enquiry officer complered the inguiry and
submitted his report in due course to the Disciplinmary
authority. ‘The Disciplinary authority furnished a copy

of the inquiry report to the appiicant. Th; applicant
submitted his représentation with regard to the findings
as against him by the Inquiry Officer in his report. The
Disciplinary authoritf accepted the report of rhe,mnquiry
Of ficer and after considering other material befbre it,
passed the order of dismissal dated 29.6.90 as against
the applicant. The applicant sﬁbmittedAan appeal tothe
Competent authority {(Director of Postal Services). As

per the orders of the Appéliate authority dated 10,12.90
the Appellate authority confirmed the rémoval order dated
29.6,90 passed by the Disciplinary éuthority. The applicaﬁt
is before us challeﬁ%pg the said removal order passed

as against him on 29.6.90 by the Disciplinary Authority

as confirmed by the Aﬁpellate authority on 10;12.90 and

for the mix relief(s) as already indicated above,

4, Counter is filed by the respondents opposing
this OA. | |
5. We have heard Mr KSR Anjaneyulu, Counsel for |

the applicant and Mr NV Raghava Reddy, Standing Counsel

for the respondents. N
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6. In view of the findings of the Disciplinary
which was
AuthoritytZJ confirmed by the—aAppéllate*Authéfity,

_.-—"—————\r\“ e —

by holding that the charges as against the applicant are
proved, we thoughlCit fit to have a look &t the basic
documents which have been placed before the Enquiry

Officer as evidence.

7. Branch Office Account relating to the period

1 6. 1988 to 31,12, 88 is placed before us, The date as
already p01nted out, nwhich the Sub-Divisional
Inspector of Postoffices conducted surpfise check

in the sub-post offiCe where the applicant worked is

29.12.88, The closing balance as seen from the book on

. 28,12,88 is shown as 198,80, The same is shown as

opening kim balance on 29.12,88, The Sub-Divisional
Inspector of Postoffices had made a remark in the relevant
pPage that on 29.12,88 that he had verified the cash
and stamp balance and found Rs.129.55 short. He has also
noted therein that Cash was KNil, Postal stamps were
Rs.45,35, Revenue Sgamps were Rg,22.90 and NS Stamps
were upto the value of Rs51%00 weré only found in the

U bred
RQGSESS&GB of the applicant,
8, The Sub-Divisional R Inspector of Posfoffices
is a@ respectable person. Even though it is contnded that

the Sub-Divisional Inspector of Postoffices was anxious

—

{h
- to replace the applicant ta one Sri B, Prasada Reddy,‘i”wz
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-> *had stagﬁhanaged everything

and had made false endorsemeht with regard@ to the cash

deposit and stamp balance, we are not inélﬁned tc accept

with the coentention of the learned counsellnr Tha ﬂpwlfuxwﬁ,
C—& P?-’lou-ft

As a matter of fact, we tu@n.tcrthe remarks made on 306.9.88

mede by the very same Sub~-Divisional Inspector of Fost-

Offices when he had inspected the Sub-postoffice wherein

the applicant was working,’ige remarks made on 30.9.88
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by the very same Sub-Divisional Inspector of Postoffices

when he had inspected the Sub-postoffice wherein the applican

was workingp gﬁ y would go to show

: - G TR e,

that cash had been verified and stamps also hav&_been

verified and found Rs.26.75 short and that the same was
Mg ws)&)'\{com‘\ ' :

‘made good by W,  So, even though there has been shortage

of cash and stamps, the very same official had permifted
T Pne Q,ML‘Q_JL“—CCG\M{UM b

- the applicant to make good the lossh But, this time,

on 29.12.88, when inspection was cafriéd out in the said
pestoffice, the shortagé of cash and stamps is more than

in 1988, So, being a responsibilgrgéficer and as the said-
Sub-Divisional Inspector had nozggsrjﬂo grind as against
the applic;nt, we do not think that he would have gone to
the .extent of x% writing a false endorsement in the Branch
Office_Accounts Book that there was shortage of cash

and stamp balance at the time when he inspected the same.
From the conduct of .the applicant also, it becomes |
evident that there was a shortage of'Ré.129.55 towards
cash and étamps balanée. As could be seen from the records,

the applicant had made good the said loss of Rs.129.55
Sub-Divisional

. Qo
by paying the sem to the/Inspector of Postoffices for

which, a receipt zlsc had been granted to the applicant.,
Uhless there was a shortage of cash and stamp beslance up to
a tune of Rs.129.55, wefxare unable to understand what

. ' g honfope
prompted the applicant tc make good the said depesit of

Rs.129.55, 8o, the conduct of the applicant, in peying

the said amount of Rs.129.55 certainly establishes that

on 29.12.88 at the relevant time whken the Sub-Divisional
Inspector of ?6st6ffices inspected ﬁhe said Sub-pcstoffice
where the applicant wés working, that there was Immegxa
indeed a shortage of cash and stamp balance upto the tune

of Rs,.129,55,

.los
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‘circumstance in favour of the applicant.
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The opening balance for 30.12.88 in the said B;anch Postzrkx

office is shown as Rs.198.80 paise. So, as the opening

balance for 30.12.89 is shown as Rs.198.80, it is the

contention of the learned counéel for the applicant

that the fact that on 29, 12 88 as and when the Sub-Divisiocnal
T Cannss d —

Inspector of postoffices carred out the 1nspection, that

there was a shortage of cash and stamp b&lapce, cannot be

accepted. As already peinted out, on 30,12.89, the

applicant had made good the'loas of stamps ané\cash

balénce. So, this figure of Rs.129.55 also had been added

and then the opening balance for 30,12.88 has been shcown

as Rs.198.80 paise, So, the opening balance on 30,12.88

even though shown as Rsf198.80 pai§§, the same is not a

9: The apprlicant, as could be seen, hasrmade a stafement_

on 29.12.88 to the Sub-Divisional Inspector of Postoffices.

" The applicant hag alsoc signed in the said statement. In

the said statement, he has stated that the said sum
of Rs.129.55 that he had kept at xk= hishouse. Nodoubt,
it is contended by the & counsel for the applicant, the

reliance -
no relevapee/can be placed on sweh a confesseag statement
said to have been made by the applicant, tc the Sub-Divie .
sional Inspector of Postoffices, But, the diéciplinéry
authority, as well as the Appellate authority have taken
into consideration, the cther material as against the -
applicanE;Ih coming to the c"nclUjion that the charges

1 e

as against the applicant are tmwe; %ﬁﬂg'said confession
statement alone had nct been taken into consideration,

But the said confession statement of the applicant serves

as a strong corroborating evidence that there was a

'shortage of Rs,129,55 towards = cash and postal stamps

and which shortage, the applicant had failed to explain.

7;‘ - °‘*f‘”f3 | e
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Copy to:=
"1+ The Secratary;to‘ﬁevernmant; Depar tment of Posts,

Union of India, New Delhi.

Oirector of Poatal Sarvicas, 0/0 The Pest Master

General, Vijayawada, :
3. The Senior Superintendsnt of Post aeffices, Eluru,
4 One copy %o'Sri;.K;SJR.Aanneyblu. advocate, CAT,Hyd.
5. -0One copy to Sri. N.V.Raghava Reddy, Addl. CGSC, CAT,Hyo
6+ 0One copy to Lfbfary, CAT, Hyd.
7. 0One spars copy.
Ram/=
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Thig is not a case where there is nc evidence at all .
as against the éppiicént, with regard to the shortage of
cash and pecstal stamps; There is ample evidence, as already
indicated tha£ at the. time of inspection, that there was
a shoftage of ¢ash and postal stamps., The arplicant,
by 29;12:§8¥had pﬁ;_%n’goughly ten yvears of service

..and mpsF_be aojoxperionoed_person‘and it was necessary

on his part to keep cash and postal stamps intac%jand also

« - % - e . .

the balance amount correctly. As already pointed out, the

voe e ¢ . ¢ i

appllcant has failed to keep cash and postal _stamps intack

p

and the shortage oL cash and postal stamprwa,xthe

N T .
\ﬁustodgijof the appllcant.is a EEixM serious mis-conduct.
N -/
i
10, So far the second charge is concerned, we need not

go in detail as the said char e 1s Only};on—payment of
Rs.21,90p to dep051t0r h;;:;g closed tge SB account,

. in the said post office, where the applicant was working.
But the:?géigo being a sericus one and as the disciplinary
authority and the appelate authority have found that the
applicant is not a fit person to be continued in service
as the applicant did not maintain absoiote integrity
and devotion to duty, it is not open for us to interfere
with the punishment that has been £ inflicted on the appli-

cant by the competent authority. as we‘seé no merits in

L%

this OA, this OA is liable to be dismissed and is
e e _ accordingly dismissed, leaving the parties to bear their

oWwn costs.,

B (N,

(T .CHANDRASEKHARE R DDY)l
i

. Member (AJTR) " Member (Judl.)
| \\ 24 MAR % |

| Dated324.3,1994 7 p:
/ (Dictated in the Open Court) /anézéasfm_
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' TYPED BY - MPAREL T
) /\5,7/ COMPAREL BY
CHECKED %7 » APPROVED 3Y

IN TH: CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIB JIAL
HYDERABAD 'BENCH AT HYDERADRAD

TEE HOM ZLE MR.J FSTICE V.NEELADRI RAO
VICE CHAIRMAN

AND
" THE HON'BLE MR.AJB.GORTHI s MEMBER(AD)
AND A

THE I'ON'BLE MR,.TQCHANDRASEKILR REDDY
MEMBER(JUDL)

A;}Dﬂaj o Pl

THE HON'BLE MR.RwRANGARACAN : M(ZADM)

 Dateds 32&1@/-‘1994
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Adnitted and Interim Directiona,
Issued. ‘

Allgwed

Disised of with direétioxjs
f""/’..)z;’m;ssed.' |
.D's-r.n;i.-ssed as withdréwn.
'-ssed for Deféult.
Re jelcted/Oxdered. |

No order as to costs.
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