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AT HYDERABAD
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_ |
K. Ramanadham b Applicant |
%
and ;
1, The Director of Postal Services ' j
Hyderabad City Region : _ |
Hyderabad | ; ‘
2., The Sr, Post Master and the !
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Sr./s3d1 .CGSC :
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Judgement

( As per Hon, Mr. Justice V. Neeladri Raa, V.C, )l

Heard Sri k,5,g, Anjaneyulu, learned counsel for }

I
the applicant’and Sri y, Bhimanna, learned cuunseleor

the respondents., |

. ‘ |
2, Common chargememe dated 26-7-1985 was dssued aglainst

the applicant and M/s K.y, Ramana, G, Nafender, Md. ﬁah-
. [

matulla and Jagannédham, and Chargememo dated 7-2—198?

‘ , gbs issued against the applicant alone, This 0A was ﬁiled

praying for guashing the Departmental Inquiry initiateg

=", 2 ll
in proceeding No.RaayST/zo-a/pso-Hnﬁg, dated 26-7-1985 |

and being continued in proceedin

I
9 No.Ing/KR, dated 25-1493 ;
/ - : (e Vel (“\ o Wy .-3 = oD 'Jl,w\_-q,_\ 5P ;»Ji\ V-*h:/ Ve, .
and te- quash Phargemeno No.RDH/ST/20-5/2/86 dated 7-2-86&.%. S =N
N E\.-g
3.

A complaint was made to the Police on the basis gpf |

the allegations which were the subject matter of common '|-

After inuestigatiun7chargesheeﬁ '

was filed against M/s. K.y, Ramana, G, Narender, \

chargememo dated 26?7-85.

ahmathulla and Jagannadham on 3=2-1881 in the Court

ptropolitan Magistrate, Hyderabad, The Police

o

‘fed the respondents that there was no incri-

. ,80hce against the applicant and hence chagger

t§1filed against‘him on the basis of the A._i_
' 0.99 of 1988),
% the Reply Statement Piled in this OA it
‘roceedingd dated 25-1-1993 was issued
inquiry on the basis of the Charge of
ted 26-2-1986 and it is not with refe- i
\ charge memo dated 26-7-1985,

)
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i
S, Bne nf‘the Contentions raised for the apklicant

Praying for quashing the charge memgg is aﬁe“JF“tﬁe

inordinate delay, It may be notegd that in yig

%
inuestigations into'the allegatigng which are th

Subject matter gp common charge memg dated 26-7-85 ang

in view of the prdep of this Bench in 0R.985/89 Pileqg

- |
by the dpplicant herein pPraying for staying cﬁﬂdiscipli—

' ingquiry wag Conducted on the basis of the char

ge memg

a4t in

view gf the samefthe inguiry ip Tegard tg charge,

dated 26-2-86 wasg 8lso pot Conducted tiiy 25~1-1g9

authority might ngt have Conducted

to charge memg dated 26-2-1986,

gheapt

93. Be

ilonsg

inary

inquiry eyen in|regarg

Till the investigdtign

. |
b‘_,ﬂ ‘L(‘(h\ . r[-:'?- e \,.ru—\‘
%8 over in 887, Hence, it cannot be stateqy that 'tuf&ih
I~ U"“"'*-"NS'JLOA-—'\\Q\& ' \
eﬁ&éﬂ\delay}when the inguiry yag Commenced on the basis

of charge memo dated 26-2-1986 in 1935.

6. It is not eyep stated for the Tespondents th at they

are going tg Proceed with the diSCiplinary action

on the

- basis of common charge memo dated 26~7—1986tﬂ3 crimihal °

Sp“‘é’ Lr ]
Case against others jis Eﬁ:&éﬂg—%hE%:CannDt Recessarily

proceed wiblr against the applicant an the basis gf the
charge memg dated 26~7-1985, It 18 not just and proper

toconsider at thig Stage as to whether the disciplinafy

—

!

authority wily Proceed against the @pplicant if ultimetely

inquiry is going to be held against the others after the.

P ,
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criminal case against them is over,

Hence we do not

wifh to express our vieus in regard to the charge||memo

dated 26-7-85 so far as the applicant is concerned

7 The only direction that ha@ tc be given in régard to

charge memo dated 26-2-1986 is for expeditious digposal

of the ingquiry in regard to the same,

8. In the result, this DA disposed as under :

The inquiry with reference to charge memao dated

26-2-1986 has to be disposed of expeditiously and

Perahly by 31-10-1995, The guestion as to whether

pre-

the disciplimry authority can proceed with the inguiry

with reference to charge memo dated 26~7-85 as fPar

as

the applicant is concerned is left open for consideration

s |

4ms%and when it arises after the disposal of the criminal |

case against 8ri K,V. Ramanpa and others referred to.

e
It is needless to say that/phe turn of the applicaj

4.
already come for consideration for promotionf Hés?

might have been already considered by following the

ed cover pracedure/and i€ it is not so done, the sdid

procedure has to be followed,

9. The DA is ordered accordingly. No costs./

(R. Rangarajan) ‘ ci RaD)

(V. Neeladri Rao)]

it had

case

b

seal-

Deputy Registrar (J)cc

LT

1,

Member (Admn, ) Vice Chairman
pated : June 14, 95 Dl
Dictated in Open Court
sk
To

1. The Director of Postal Services,

2.

3.

Hyderabad City Region, Hyderabad.

The Sr.Postmaster and the Enqgixy Officer,
Secunderabad Head Office, Secunderabad.

The Superintendent of P tal StoressDepot, y
Hyderabad.

One copy to Mr.K.S.R.Anjaneyulu Advocate, CAT.Hyd
One copy to Mr,V.Bhimanna, Addl .CGSC.CAT.Hyd,

One copy to Library, CAT,Hyd,
One spare copy.
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IN THE CENTRAL .DtﬂNIs_TRziTIVE TR IBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD.

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAO
VICE CHAIRMAN

| AND
THE HON'BLE I"R.R.RANGAR;U.B:Nz(M(PbI“R‘U
DATED. e lhg-\-fr- 1995.

'QRBR /JUDG ME NT 3

‘M,A./R.A./C.A.No.

93"

in
0a,No, %{Lt

TA.NO. (W.P. )
admitt and Interim directions
issued.

Allowed,

Disposed of with directions.

“_;
Dismjssed.

issed as withdrawn

Dis
Dighissed for default

Or ered/Rejected;

Ne.,order as to costs.






