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O.A.No.270/92 

JU 1)3 P2 ME NT 

As per Hon'ble Sri justice V. Nseladri Rac 

'.1 

The main imputation alleged as against the 

applicant as per the charge Memo, dt.6-1-86 issued 

to him is that while functioning as DPM (SB) Mancherial 

HO he received an application for revival alongwith 

passbook in respect of silent SB A/c No.40486 of 

Bellainpalli USC SO standing in the name of Smt, Y.Crace 

Saroj in]. and made the revival endorsement entries ac2dre - 

ssed to the U 	(SBcO) Mancherial HO on 4-6-85 duly 

signed but he did not handover that application to 

the SBCO on the pretext that the UDC (SBcO) I1ancherjal 

was not avaii'hle, and the orders for revival of that 

acciunt were written by him and got signed by 

Sri A.Raja Rao the then Postmaster, Mancherial on 

5-6-85 with the same pretext that the u 	(so) 

Mancherial was not available, 

2. The applicant was then working as Dy. Postmaster, 

Mancherial. The appointing authority for Dy.Postmase 

is Director of Postal Services (bps for short). The 

Superintendent of Post Offices (spa for short) issued 

charge memo. dt,6-1-8e and after the enquiry was 

conducted and after considering the.elanatjor of 

the applicant in regard to report of the Inquiry Officer; 

the SPO passed the order dt.136.90 imposing compulsory 

retirent - one of the major penalties. The app]icant 



II' 

-3- 

preferred an appeal to DPS against the said order. 

One of the contentions raised for the applicant herein 

in the appeal is that the SIN) is an authority lower 

than the appointing authority and hence he is not 

competent to pass an order by irrDosing major penalty. 

The sane was upheld by the Appellate Authority. The 

apoeal was di:posed of by directing the SPO to submit 

the record under Rule 14(21) of ccs (0cM Rules. The 

applicant filed 0.A.No.830/90 challenging the above 

orders. The said O.A. was disposed of by order dt 

15-2-91. The relevant portion therein which is material 

for consideration of this O.A. reads as under- 

"In.view of these infirmities, both the 
order of punishrrent dt.13-6-90 and the 
appellate authorities order dt.11.-9-90 
are sdt aside. The applicant who was 
compulsorily retired from service is 
dIrected to be reinstated to duty. This 
order passed by us however, will not 
preclude the competent dIsciplinary authority 
from considering the disciplinary case 
against the applicant, on merits from the 
stage of setting aside the order of penalty 
imposed on the applicant and to pass appro-
iate orders according to law. With these 
directions the application is allod. No 
order as to costs." 

In compliance of the above order, the applicant 

was reinstated on 12_3_91. The spo submitted the inulry 

record and the enquiry report to the DPS u/r 14(21) of 

the CCs (COA) Rules. The DPS after consideration of 

the material on record and also after giving the oppor-

tunity to the applicant to aké:hjs representation 

ordered compulsory retirement of the applicant from 

service by way of PUnishnt 	The same is assailed 
in this O.A. 
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3, 	
The two main contentions for the applicant: an  

(I) it is not open to the •SC to take a decision 

about the continuation of the enquiry and it is for 

DPS to take such a decision, and DPS cannot act on 

the basis of the inquiry record and the inquiry 
rert 

which had arisen on the basis of the disciplinary pro- 

ceedings initiated by spo. 

(ii) the duty of the applicant is to merely 

verify the balance standing in the Account of concerned 

account holder, and it is not his duty to Verify as to 

whether the application for revival was filed by the 

account holder, and it is the duty of the authorities 
of BelJampij SPO to consjaer about it and even the 

question of Identity of the account holder arises 

only at the tie of payment On the basis of the appli-

cation for withdrawal of the amount standing to the 

credit of the account holder. 

4. 	
cannot accede to either of the two conten- 

tions, it is evident from the extracted portion of 

the order in OA 839/90 
that the Tribunal made it clear 

that the said order will not preclude the competp nt  

disciplinary authority from considering the disciplinary  
case against the applicant on merits 

from  the stage 

of Setting aside order of penalty imposed on the apJicart 

It is thus clear that what was  set aside is the order 

of PUfl1ShTnt and the inquiry prorcejrig was not quash9, 

It is not the case of the applicant that 
so is not 

competent to Initiate disciplinary 
 action against the 

applicants but as he happened to be an authority below 

the d.Ppointing authority 
in regard to the post which 
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ment is set aside even when the enquiry proceedings 

and/or enquiry report was not quashed, it can he by 

way of denovo enquiry only taken by the SPO in this case 

is in accordance with the order in DA 839/90. AS he 

felt, that it is a case where a major penalty has to be 

4 	 imposed, he invoked Rule 14 of OCS (OCA) Rules in submi- 

tting the report to the nps, an authority who is competent 

to pess the order of major penalty. Hence the first 

contentIon for the applicant is negatived. 

The very stand taken by the applicant which 

is to the effect that the post Master, Mancherial threa-

tened him to make the endorsement with regard to the 

revival by stating that he would take the responsibIlity 

and hence the applicant made the endorsement suggests 

that but for the alleged threat he would not have made 

such endorsement with regard to the revival. 	If the 

endorsement for revival was not made, there would not 

have been any possibility for the person who applied 

H for the revival, 	to withdraw the amount standing in the 

name of the account holder referred to i.e. Smt. Grace 

IN Sarojini. 

The contention for the applicant that it is not 

necessary for the HO at Mancherial to instruct the Branch 

Office to verify with regard to the identity of the 

applicant in order to satisfy whether the applicant is 

the concerned account holder. 	It is stated to he silent 

account for 20 jears, 	where the application for revival 

of such application was filed and if no one in the 

• concerned Post Office or Bank is acquainted with the 
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account holder, it is necessary to insist upon t
he  

identity of the applicant who filed the application  

for revival especially when the amount involved is 

considerable for otherwise some unscrupijiojr persons 

after getting infdrrnatjon about silent accounts come 

up with false applications to have unjust impeachment 
So, WC 

feel that it is one of 
the elementary pre 

CSutjons that hs to be taken by the' Brnach Office 

ftself, and for any reason such precaution was not 

taken by the Brnach Office, it is for the Head Office 

to give projr instructions to the Branch Office to 

have necessa 	
identification. 

no need to further 

	

	
We feel that there is 

advert to this apect for dispos1 

of this O.A. for the very tand taken by the applicant 

Ifldicate that he would not have made endorsernt for 

revival but for the alleged threat of the Post Master 

of' Mancherial under whomhe was working As such the 

Second contentiofl is also negatj
p  d. 

In the result the O.A. is dismissed 
	

No costsy 
WLD TO BE TRUE H 	

' L 	

' 

	

Court Officer 	

V C Cetrid Ad uist;atjva rrthuj 

Hydera 

To 
1 Tserig 	

rl Superjn 	
t of Po 2, The Ldrector of po

stal 
Se1CeS

st 0fjce 
 ff)erabad 1gion, Hyd erabad. 3. The Secreta, 	pt Dalhj 	 ,of Pt8, Govtoj Inja 

One 

New 	, 
cy to 

r.s.Rmrth 
Rao, Acca One Cy 

to r.Ne 	 , c01d v.Ra 	
d1.CCS CAT F  6, One Cy to Library, CATCId 

70 One Spare COpy• 

pVm 




