
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUrAL: H1TEPAAD BENCH: 
AT HYDERABAD 

O.A.M. 244/93 	 Date of Judgmnt: 14 — 6— 95 

BETWEEN: 

K. Ramanadham 
	 L Applicant 

and 

The Director of Postal Services 
Hyderabad City Region 
Hyderabad 

3. The Superintaddent of Postal Stores 
Depot 
Hyderabad . 	 Respondents 

cci-: 	rcr 	flEI? T 

U r 

COUNSEL FOR THE zrPLICANT:. 	SHRI K.S.R. Anjaneyulu, Advocate 
CoUNsa FOR THE RSPONDENTS: SHRI V. Ohimanna 

Sr./Aadll.CGSc 

CORAM: 

HON'BLE SHRi'JUSTICECN-*IJWRI O, VICE CHAIRMAN 

'TON'LE cr01 P.FP-fl?.r?Jp', ?FV'E0  

The Sr. Post Master and the 
enquiry Officer 
Setunderabad Head Office 
Secunderabad 

-- 



Judgerne 

( As per Hon. fir. Justice V. Neeladri Rao, V.C. )\ 

Heard Sri K.S.R. Anjaneyuiu, learned counsel for 

the appljcant±and Sri j. Ahimanna, learned counsel tot' 

the Tespondents 

Common chargernemo dated 257r1985 was 4issued agAa±nst 

the applicant and MIs K.V. Ramana, C, Naender, rid.ah-

matulla and Jagannaciham, and Chargememo dated 7-2-198 

'ias issueci against the applicant alone.This 04 was fi1ed 

praying for quashing the Departmental Inquiry initiateJ 

in proceeding No.Rb!7ST/20_6/PS. D_HD/, dated 26-7-1905 

and being continued in proceeding No.Ing/KR, dated 25-1-93 

and fr 	argernethj/ 

A complaint was made to the Police on the basis of 

the allegations which were the subject matter of common 

chargamemo dated 26-7-35 •  After investi9ationchargesheel\ 

was filed against fl/s. K.V. Ramána, C. Narender, 

ahmathulla and Jagannadham on 3-2-1991 in the Court 

tropolitan Magistrate, Hyderabad. The Police 

ed the respondents that there was no incH- 

i 	)ence against the applicant and hence hTi1q 

€1 	 filed against him on the basis of the AL g 	$' ° 	 •;:1 	
0.99 of 1986). q 	
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4'' the Reply Statement Piled in this DA it I  

	

t 	<•\ 
00r  voceedingà. dated 25-1-1993 was issued 

b \nquiry on the basis of the Charge of 

\ted 25-2-1986 and it is not with refe-

charge memo dated 26-7-1985. 
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5. 	One or 
the contentions raised for the applicant 

praying for quasjg the charge memos is 

inordinate cielay•It may be noted th 
	in viL of the 

investigation5 into the allegaj0g which are the 

Subject matter of common charge memo dated 26-7-85 and 

in view of the order of this Bench in OA.ggg/ag filed 

by the applicant herein Praying for staying 
	disciplJ_ 

nary Proceedings on the basis of common charge Semo 

till the disposal of the criminl case 

Minquiry was Conducted on the basis of the chdrge memo 

25-7—jgg 	
Any howQit is not mentioned that in 

view of the same the inquiry in regard to charge
58  et 

dated 25-2-35 was also not Conducted till 25-1-1911 
93 Be 

that as it may, in view of the investigation as against 

the applicant and others in regard to the 5llegaj5 

covered by charge memo dated 26-7_1 985 the discipiinay 

authority might not have conducted inquiry even in regard 

to charge memo dated 26-2_1ga6 
	

till the investigation 
over in 14

.4. Hence, it cannot be stated that 

delay whn the inquiry was Commenced on the bajs 

of charge memo dated 25-2-1985 in 
. 	

It is not even stated for the respondents that hey 

are going to proceed with the disciplinary action on the 

basis of common charge memo dated 

267-18 'A criminal 
Case against others is binding th-e'nt cannot 

ly 
proceed s-4*-aga5 the applicant on the basis of th11 

 e 
charge memo dated 25-7-1985 	

It is not just and prop
11  
er 

tOn5jder at this stage as to whether the disciplinay 

authority will proceed against the applicant if ulti 

inquiry is going to be held against the others after 

K 
..3. 
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criminal case against them is over. Hence we do 

witii to express our views in regard to the chargejmemo 

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

The only direction that haX  to be given in regard to 

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

of the inquiry in regard to the same. 

In the result, this CA disposed as under 

The inquiry with reference to charge memo datied 

26-2-1986 has to be disposed oC expeditiously and 're-

ferably by 31-10-1995. The question as to whethet 

the d isciplirary authority can proceed with the inquiry 

with reference to charge memo dated 26:-7-85 as fax as 

the applicant is concerned is loft open for consideration 

-as- and when it arises after the disposal of the criminal 

case against Sri K.V. Ramana and others referred t. 

It is needless to say that 
F  the turn of the applicant had 

already come for consideration for promotion7 M4.e:Lcase 

might have been already considered by following th seal- 

ed cover procedure and it it is not so done, the said 

procedure has to be followed. 

The CA is ordered accordingly. No costs./ 

(Rangarajan)) (u. Neeladri Ra 
Member (Admn. Vice Chairman 

Dated 	3une 14, 95 
Dictated in Open Court 

puty Keg 

sk 
To 

The Director of pcétal Services, 
Fiyderabad City Egion, Hyderabad. 

The Sr.Postmaster and the Enqt4ry Officer, 
Secunthrabad Head Office, Secunderabad. 

The superintendent of P'tal 5tores,Ipot, 
}Iyderabad. 

One copy to Nr.K.S.R.AnJaneyulu Advocate, CAT.. 

One copy to Nr.V.Bhimanna. Ad..CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 

One copy to Library, CAT,Hyd. 

One spare copy. 
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THpD BY 	 CHEC}CD BY 

dbaDPnD BY 	AP.QVED BY 

1 	 IN THE CEITRAL OMINISTRATIVE TRIBUtWj 
HYDERABAD BENCH• At HYDERAB. 

THE HON'BIJE MR.JUSTtCE v.NEELADRI RAO 
VICE CHI\.MAN 

AN 

THE HON'BLE NR.R.RANGARMAN: (M(1?n'T) 

DAT. 	 19$5. 

:QRR/J1JDGflENT; 

------------- 
M.A./R.A./C.A.NO. 

in 
OA.NO. 	13 
TA.NO. 	 (W.P. 

Admitt and Interim directions 
issue. 

A11owd. 

Disposed of with directions. 

Dism/ssed. 

Disfissed as withdrawn 

Dis/nissed for default 

Or,4ered/Reiected. 

N*.order as to costs. 
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