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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL & HYDERABAD BENCH
AT "HYDERABAD

P e S A g —— . - . -.--.nn------——

DATE OF ORDER : (8-08=1997

———— vt . T o o Sk o} S S o . P S

Betwusen :=-
GC.S5ubhash

+ss Applicant
And

1.0irector of Postal Servicss,
Hyderabad Ragion, Hyderabad.

2., Superintendent of Post Offices,
Adilabad Oivision, Adilabad.

+ss Respondents

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri S.Ramakrishna Rao

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri V.Bhimanna, .CGSCr

CORAM:
THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (A)
THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAME SHUWAR : MEMBER (3J)

(Order per Hon'ble Shri
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(Order per Hon'ble Shri 8.S5.JAI PARAMESHUAR, Member (J) ).

None for the applicant. The applicant was also absent
when the OA vas taken up for hearing. Heard Shri V.Bhimanna,
standing counsel for the Respondents. Since the OA is filed in
1994, we ere not imelined to sdjourn the same due to absence of
the applicant. Hence we decideAthe OA on the basis of the material
available on record in sccordance with 8ule-15(1) of the CAT

(Proceedure) Rules, 1987.

2. During the year 1992-53 one Y.Steeven was working as Sub-
Post Master, C.C.I. Township Sub=Fost Uffice, Adilabad. It is
stated that the gaid Steeven committed frauds in 5.B./R.D.
Accounts and sale of NSC and IVP certificates to. the tune of
Rse1,57,372-40 ps. It is stated that the respondents recovered a
sum of f5,74,500 from Sri Y.Steeven and %.2,000/-.Frum the Co=-
operative Credit Society. During enqﬁirxfthe respondegts found
involvemant of the applicamt and other officials. They éra

regurded as subsidiary offenders.

. Miney P-\?’V\
3. 0n 27-6-33 a md & charge memo £er wéfer peasdty

e

was served on the applicént. On 23-10=-83 he submitted his re-
presentation. The Digciplinary Authority after verifying re=-
cords and also considering the reprasentation of- the applicant
impnseq tﬁe penalty of recovery of #.15,588/~ from his pay in
36 monthly instalments of f:.433/~ pm commencing from February,
1896 onwards. Agasinst the said punishment of recovery the
applicant submitted én appeal dt.15-4-94, The appellets autho-
CE%\) rity by his‘proceedings No.ST/21-3/22/94 dt.22-6=94 rejectﬁ%g_
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appeal and confirmed the punishmant.

4., The applicant has filed this 0A challenging the orders

passed by the Disciplinary Authority and the appellete autho-

rity.

5., A counter has been filed stating that the applicant‘f_failed

- ﬁaiﬁsk/u ..

to maintain NC Begieter 12-@& Non maintenance of the sesid re-

glster was resulted in Y.Steeuén commiting mis~-appropriation

of the Funds.ﬁf It was the responsibility of the applicant to

maintain the said register properly. ODuring the enquiry, opportu-

nity uaé given to the applicant to peruse the documents but bhe

did not auail%%_the opportunity. This fact has beantakan note

of by the Disciplinary Authority in his order dt.22.6.94. There
S -

are no grounds to interfere with the impugned ordars./ The

grounds urged by the applicant in this 0OA are similar to the

grounds urged by the applicant in 0A 1010/94. The applicant in

the said GA was also involved in the fraud committed by‘k?f,

Sri Y.S5tesven,

6. The point for consideration in this DA is whether the appli-
cant was instrumental in defmasuding the government. The appli-
Checitad ot Vel -
cant had not %ﬁ@#&&fﬂi{the vouchers properly, His carelessness
in maihtaining the registers resulted in the mis-appropriation
of funds. Hence it is to be held that applicant is responsible,
though not directly involved. Hence we are of the opinion that
the Tribunal cannot re-appraise the svidence already examined by

the respondents and come to a-different conclusion., The Disci-

plinary Authority as well as the Appellete Authority in their

ﬁf}\/@rders have clearly stated the reasons for fixing the respon-
4.
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sibility on the applicant to the extent of m.15,588[w%§xﬂ+

the E&sp@ﬂxihi&iﬁg’raspondants have come to the reasonable
conclusion on the basis of the available records under the
Discipline and Appeal Rules, this Tribumnal cannot take any

view different than that what has bsen t aken by the Respondaents.

7. In view of uhat is stated above, we find no reasons to
interfere with the disciplinary @ ocesedings and the punish-

ment éﬁa:dad to the applicant. Therefore the 0.A. is dismissed.

(R LRAN GARAJAN)
Member {(A)

No cosgts,.
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. Dictated in Open Court.
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