
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH: 
AT HYDERABAD 

OIGINAL APPLICATION NO.434 of 1992 

DATE OF JUDGMENT; 25th June, 1992. 

BETWEEN; 

Mr. G.Rattajah 
	 Applicant 

AND 

Union of India represented by- 

The Secretary to Government, 
Department of Posts, 
New Delhi. 

The Postmaster General, 
Vj sakhapatn8m. 

The Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Rajabmundry. 	 Respondents 

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT:. Mr. KSR Anjaneyulu 

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: Mr. M.Jagan Mohan Reddy, Addi. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Shri P.C.Jain, Member (Admn.) 

Hon'ble Shri C.J.Roy, Member (JudI.) 
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JUDGMENT AS PER THE HON'BLE SHRI p.C.JAIN, MEMBER (ADMN.) 

The applicant thb) was working as t:1re1' in 

the Mandapeta 1-lead Post Office, East Godavari (now under 

suspension) has filed this OA under section 19 of the 

AdministrfltiVe Tribunals Act, 1985 with the prayer for a 

direction to 	respondents 2 
and 3, viz., the Postmaster 

General, Visakhapatnam and the Superintendent of Post 

Offices, Rajahmundry respectivelYs not to proceed with the 

departmental inquiry initiated against the applicant in 

pursuance of the memo issued on 13.3.1992, on the ground 

that a criminal case under Section 409 of the IPC has 

also been registered against him. 

2. 	Notice was directed to he, giveh to the respondents 
by 

vide orders passed/a Bench of this Tribunal dated 28.5.1992. 

Mr. M.Jagan Mohan Reddy, Additional Central Government 

Standing Counsel is present on behalf of the respondents. 

After perusing the material on reárd and also hearing the 

learned counsel for the parties1 we are of the view that 

this case can be disposed of at the admission stae itself 

and we proceedsê tojaccordinl. 

3• 	The contention of the learned counsel for the 

applicant is that the criminal case registered under 

Section 409 of the IPC and the articles of charge in the 

departmental proceedings initiated vide memo dated 13.3.92 

are virtually similar if not the same. He, therefore, 

argued that if the disciplinary proceedings are allowed 

to continue till the disposal of the criminal case, the •, 
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Copy te:- 

The Secretary to Government, Department of Posts, New Delhi. 
The Postmaster General, Visaichapatnarn. 
The Superintendent of Post Offices, Rajahmundry. 
One copy to Sri. K.S.R.AnJaneyulu, advocate, CAT, Hyd. 
One copy to Sri. M.Jagan Mehan Reddy, Adal. CGS', CAT, Hyd. 
Copy to reporters as per standard list of CAT, Hyd. 
OnçYtoHon'.1Mr. Pre--Jein, Adminis±zatjve..Membsr, 

Oneno.pto Hon JS--4ZS.J.ROY__JUdiC±.SLMemb--  CAT, Hyd. 
One spare Copy. 
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applicant would be prejudiced in his defence in the criminal 

case. Yhe leafned counsel for -the respondents, on the other 

hand, submitted that the artic1es of charge in the depart-

mental inquiry are totally different from the charge against 

the applicant in the criminal case registered against him. 

4. 	We have perused the F.I.R., by which a case under 

Section 409 of the 1PC has been registered aginst the 

IN applicant a€?ib the three articles of charge levied 

against the applicant in the departmental inquiry. We 
U-' 

have no hesitation in holding that Part 'A' of ae Article-I, 

Article-Il and Article-Ill of the charges in the departmental 
-U-. 

inquiry are different from the criminal charge both in thevi- 

contents as well as in their implication. However, on 

superficial perusal of Part 'B' of Article-I of the charge, 

it may appear that it is virutally the same as the charge 

in the criminal case. On a careful reading of Part 'B' of,  

Article-I of the charge, we find that in fact it is n.so. 
U, 

In view of the4facts, we do not find any justification CID 
to stay the departmental proceedings initiated against the 

applicant merely because the criminal case under Section 

409 of the IPC has been registered against him. However, 

we consider it appropriate to observe that the defence 

taken by the applicant in the departmental inquiry against 

him may not be used by the department in their evidence 

against the applicant in the criminal case. With these 

observations, the OA is disposed of at the admission stage 

itself. No costs. 

(Dictated in the open Court). 
e 

(c. 
MEMBER (JuIL.) 

Dated: 25th June, 1992. 

I 
(P.c.JAII) 

MEMBER (ADMN.) 
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