AN, : FORM NO, 21
- (See Rule 114)

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL z HYDEABAD BENCH 3 HYDERABAD

OA/T*%M@%%[IS%Q ‘df'l'sgq,‘

oeooo Y.\C}J:" -.ooou;\nllduJo;olaanun.uoa'c ApplicantS(S) :

Vergus L
‘m{.iblm/ ooaaa Jo -ao-novou 5 B RQ’SDOndent (S)
- & e |

INDEX SHEET

Docket Orders S— C o

Interim Orders N .
Orders in MA (s) R :

Eejonrmcﬂ_&r\ S | e _'3(%

Or@ers in (Piral Or.ders) - 23.7 HC‘(:} - | ac _ %E

t-eino-..i‘.cn-nuo.aonooeoeuwuata.uneaooo-oun--aOe.:-:nmq.-on-o-ooooau

4 ' Certified that the file is complete
f%§%31<éxsk in all respefts. o ‘
S 1gnature of ‘ "

Deal ing Hand
(In Record Section)

Signature of 5.0,
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" - CENTRAL ADMINISTRATTVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH,
ORIGINAL APFLICATION No. \2)® oF 1904,
Shri D . G)Mé\‘@“ A APPLICANT (5)
\ 4 2

VERSUS

. 35'1\’! (/1 VM&J ch% o |
o g/( @@ﬁ%, é&o{ A—M%e’s

RuSPOﬂDLKm(Q)

The Apvl:.catlon has bee bnitte the Tribunal by
b <A e O :
=) LN Advocate

under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 and
the same has been scrutinised m,tn reference to the poa_nts

ment ioned in the check list in the light of the. prOVISlOI'lS
contained in the Admmlotratlve Trlbunal (Proceedure) Rules, 1987,

The Ap.lication is in order and may be 1isteq for :

admission on . ,,.—/'ti’f‘—«

o

Deputy Registrar (Judl.)




_ LS
11. Have ﬂeglble coples of the annexure | 22/ﬁ57
duly attested been filed., : .

12. Has the Index ef documents been filed %
and pagination done. ~roperly.

13, Has the apnllcant exhausted all avaio ég/7
lable remidies. o

1d. Has the declaration.as reqguired by item :thi7-
No.7 of form I been made. '

15" Have recuired number of envelops (file size) :;2/(:7

bearlng full address of the respondents -
been filed. R

16, (a) whether the relief sought for, arlse A:Zfz/i7
out of single cause of action, -
{b) whether any interim rellef is prayed for . §§&77
17, In case an PA for condonatlon o£ delay in _f,,_——;-"

filed, is it suported by an aff1dav1t of
the apollcant

18, fwhether thls case can be heard by 81nv1e Bench P\PD

i9. Any sther point,

'20.  Rosult of the Scrutlny with 1ntlal of the rlfﬁjzyﬁé(_1;+)(Qjﬁf

scrutlny clerk.

- Deputy Registrar , e

Registrar,




e

~”

10. Has the impugneq olders Original/duly 27

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

I . HYDERABAD BENCH, |
o o Dairy. No. 271 80
Report in the Scrutiny of -Z{'ﬁ-);g‘fiigét ion, _ - _ 9
Presented by .... S L eese.w..Date of Presentaitior
1 ‘ . Yy . .
aApplicant(s;..,.. 4 . 0(.:(}, A esa

. '
£

Respondent(s).,, & 1!, N -
Nature ¢f grievance

No.of applicants.,.;.,m ,,,,,, No.of Re‘_sporndents..,.,.,;‘ ,,, 2 ,,, % e oo

CLASSTFICATTION,

- . —
N S | NSy
Subject, 8}3 a‘ F al »a. (No) Department, .\, m - (No)

1. Is the application in the proper from, 72 )
(Three complete sets in paper books
form in two compilations) '

2. thether namé, deécriptio‘n and addréessed ?"7 ‘
of all the parties been furrished in the ‘ T
cause title, . ‘

3. (a) Has the application been duly signed, )[7
and verifieq, ) R
(b} Have the coples been duly signeq, %
() Have sufficient number nf copies of y)
the application been filed, :

4. uwhether all the ne‘cessaq:y parties are %
impleaded, - ‘ '

/

5. Whether English translation of documents L/’7

in a language other than English ¢r- o )
Hindi been filed, ' ‘

-6. TIs the applicatior in time, (See sectieon 21) %

7. Has the Vakaltnama/Meme of Appearance/ %
authorisation been fileq, | :

8. Is the aprlication maintainable, %
(Us 2, 14, 18, or U.R. 8 etc)

9. Is the application'accompained IPO/DD, for 57
Rs. 50/"1'- :

attesteqg legible coOpy been filed, _
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f CENTRAL ADMINISTRATTIVE TRIBUNAL
.' HYDERABAD BINCH
L INDEXSHESRT

1218 . oé 1594

L ]

CAUSE TITLE_ 9 (2B 0 o

ZRSUS :

rctey of ol Somduy W3 A cuctC.

- = e e e : . i
. Sl.Wo. ! DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENTS ’ PAGE NO.
o 1. -, Original Application ‘ ",*a, . fi@ 6

TR it oy = it 1)

1
i

90 Mcj:aterial‘ FPapers . ‘ {;' 7 (\& ]5} j
- ‘ — i
P Vakalat | ‘ : /
—— . §
S ; - i
;& 1 Objection Sheet / | E
S — | ] ;
T et
1': 5. ; Spare Copies 2 (’]—LJ‘LQ) | ?!
' * /
i

LS. - Covers 2 ﬁ/

:'I ’R-‘)-E"‘"d RN LGOI E“'Q"r&“ g—b e '.N# EMWT;*&&&( ‘ Q{Mou,

Mm e \\—\Lg \»\ RO \LQW \Qw\:_\\,\w; ‘

%\s um‘C«Xx \N\ | —51\,,‘,\9\() )
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R IN THE CENTRAL aDMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABZD BENCH

“ﬁ*rf? “ AT HEPER G AD
cs |
W O.hefo. VB\ & of 1994
; Between;

Jd .
: D«Gangaram S/o P’ Baloyew o @
., Ased about 45 years LSG/Postal pssistant
: @ # <«  (Under Suspension)

t

. AW ‘ |
\ I' 1. Di-re'ct'o::;f of Post;l Services,
by gmmmeee

' 9, - genfof Superintendent of Post Offices

' ~ Nizamabad

-5 e € The =ppli
775-1993 suspeggion by the 2nd respondent
| . <7 -1993 _ The =pplif-nt was submitted
' 2 11 ‘ reprelsentation to the 1lst
r2spondent,

3. 30~-3-1993 Bven“after Laps 01 o wewem
the applic-nt was“p-id“the

ssme subsistance sllowe-nces,
|| “ 4, 19-2-1994 The appli¢-nt submitted another
. represent~tion to 2 respondent
o on 12-2-~1998 with.a €oPy to
G _ 1st respondefit to**enh-nce the

' subsist#nce allowsnces for which

-g : there was no responge.
Fi

Ny

'I 5. 30-11'1993 Thé applic'si,nn W‘n:a -
charge Sheet by the 2nd responde

] )

b Since Ghe sub&istance sllowances

! ~ of the gpplicsnt were not revise
even after 3 mionths-of sispensio

ﬂ |

T period~, the“applicant had mok

N | stheralternative except to *
' A{"‘ appronach thits Hon*ble Tribunsl,
"l \%W\ Hon'ble Tripbunsi~;~tion before.
\ul 0:\/\/ HZde I'.’f’,b ‘—'!d 3 ' . .
"L‘ .
fg_kkLYj;L_ Date; 26-9-1994, | QOUNSEL KR
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LR IHE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERAB AD BENCH
o

| AT ¢ HYDERABAD

| Ouhello. V2\8  of 1994

BRIWEEN; |
:D.Crang‘aram, S/0 D Boler™ L . "
pged about 45 yenars 'L8G/Postal Assistant )

.. pplicant,

'(Cnde? Suspension)
: Nf.zsam;Jbad H L

| AND

:
+ 1. Directot of Post-l Services,
| Hydersh#d Reglon
Hyderabad.
n. Senfof Superintendent of Post Offices :
.« Respondent,

" Nizamabad

No.

' 4.  APPLICATION

o, Memo No.F.5-1/92-93 dt.7-5~93 |
Issued by Supdt. of Post Offices *T

3., Memo No. F.5-1/92-93 dt.}<p-93 .
isgued by Supdt. of post 0ffices 'Y

! 4, Memo NO.7F06"1/92-93’ dtoSO"B.-gS
isgfted By Supdt. of Post Offices

Nizamabad

1 5, Represent-tion dt.12-2-1994 of
Sup&rintendent of Post O0ffices,

: Nizamabad
' 6. Memo No.F.6-1/92-93 d.30-11-1993 -
: ‘Bnguiry Report HWtolg

. Yy
|
| ’ - oam e W™ W - wm e e = o - ; -----------------
| ak ‘ /
e | o~

i Hydersbad, -
N ) l ”
C@ TG dhbeE G YTy WPPLIG T

Dste:s

' CcowNs R THE APPLIC AVT,

~
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o
/JIH THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT.[V_‘ TRIBUN AL; HYDERAB AD BENCH

AI HYDERABAD
O.ao. \2\ &  of 1994

r Batween:
Loy oo

D.Gangarem, S/0 D:Be

i ygmg pbout’4-5 years LSG/Posbal Asslstqnt
{Under Suspension) -
: Nl Zamabad. HOOC .0 Appli.CQ-,nt
I AN D | —
" 1. Director of Postal Services,
i . Hyderabad Reg:s.on
Hydersbad,.
" q ,
%« Senior Superintendent of Post Offl ces
. .+ Begpondents.

" Nizgmabad.

DIE‘.TAILS OF THE pPPLICANT:
iidress fo]r service of summons/ H Sanak? Rama KrlshngR.Rio

' notices on the epplicant: " B. AesLLaB. yPetLD.C.
advocatey 1-1-230/9,

u
“ | mdhrs Bank Lane,
Chikkedapelly, Hyderabad-=20.

-

i 3. Particulars of the order ngnlnst which the gpplication
is made;

#This application is against the impugned order
No.F6-1/92-93 dt,7-5-38 93 of Senlor Superintendent

[

, of Post O ffices, Nisamabad Division, Nizsmebad
: plzacing the applicent under‘ax spensionf!/.
2. JURISDITTION OF THE TRIBUN AL 3 “

The spplicent declares that the subject matter of the
order agsinst which he the egpplicent wants redressal is
' 'within the jurisd ction ol the Tribunsl under section 14{1)
' (b)(ii) of the Administrative Tribungls Act 1985.
'3, LIMITATION,
; | The applicent further declares that the spplication is
within the limitation period prescribed in Section 21(1)(a)
of the administrotive Tribunsls nct, 1986,
4. FaCTs OF T:tIE CASE:
(1) The epplicent humbly submits that he \wa&. orking ;s




[

i

p—

" frauds and his suspension was totally unjustified he submitted

. reply has been received

» reviewed end revised after 3 months of the suspension.
; On 30-8-1993 the Senior Superintendent of Post Off ces issued

" orders retsining the ssme rate of subsistance allowasnce even

<l

. Page'-.‘;’.
b

'sui'a-Post Mester, Dichpalli in Nizamesbad Postal Division,

Nii‘agnaba,d District. He is put in about 25 years of servige

aﬁd was discharging his duties with utmost ¢care =nd de_votion

Fowever, to his misfortune the Branch Post Master Suddapelli

mnder Dichpélli Sub Post Office-, committed frsuds in respect
-ajﬁzf‘ Money Q rders peid at his Branch 0ffice and 2180 an instance
oﬁ,f shortage of cash w;as detected 2t the branch office during
j;nSpection.‘ The applicéﬁt submits that he is totally innocent
:‘m the matter; Yet he was placdd under suspension by the
Senlor Supemntendent of Post 0 ffices, Nizamabad Division vide
his memo Ho.F—5-1/92-93 dt.7-5-1993 (mne:mreEI; He WasS al®

;.rrra,nted the inti-l subsistance allowance egual to 50% of his

b
,P?yo

| “
;, (2) 8ince the applicent was in no way concerned with the

s representation to the Ist Respondent on 1-7-1993 for which no

(3) The spplicant's subsistance allowsnce was to be

after 3 months, though the spplicent waes in no wegy responsible
) _ ~ - ‘
for prolonggtion of the suspension (,qnnexure-III{;. This

order was with effect from 7-8-93 i.e. wa.t.h retmspective effec

-

Whlch is in violation of the mles. The apolicent submltted a

representation to the Senior Superintendent of Post Offlces

[

Nigemabad on 12-2~1994 with copy to the 1st respondent(snnexur

requesting for enheoncement of the subsistsnce sllowsnce for -

which also there is no rqaly S0 fpr.

(4) The applic ant was served with a memo of charges unde
rule 14 of C.C.S._‘(CCA? rale 1965 vide Senior Superintendent
of Post Offices Nizamsbad Memo No.F6-1/92-93 dt.30-11-1993



:
"

/4
1

P

Page«3.

.
(7
! | ¢ Jm\"f)

{annexure-v) As per this diarge sheet prima facie, there is no
dlrect involvement of the applicent. _rBut still he is neigher
being reinstated no¥ his subsistance aimowance being enhanced.
The agpplicent has J.arge family and fer no fault of him he is
téeing considered gt 50% of his my =nd the respondents are not

‘ . . e ‘,___{ l ,J’_’N\_
replying to his various representetions. Hence fﬁsc________,\

application before this Hon'ble Tribunal.
5. GROUNDS FOR RELIEF WITH LEGAL PROVISIONS;

{1 It is hum‘nly submi tted thqt suspension of the applicnnt

was tot«lly un;ustified. The & freouds did not take pl nce)
WLhe qppllcpnts office but in a subordin-«te office

‘and if the 1ogic of suspendng the Sub post Master for Branch
0ffice frauds is validjthe Sub Divisional Inspector, Head
Post Master snd the Divisional Supebintendent cemnot be

' exempted.

(2) It Wwas held by the Hont!ble Centrel Admin::.strative

-

vide.
Tribunsl, Bombay VRS {1993) 23 ATC 702 that suspension for

. over 6 months in contemplation.of Discipiinary action without

charge sheet is invslid. The gpplicent was suspended on 7-5-93
and the charge sheet was igsued on 30-11-1993., The failure of
the respondents to issue charge sheet within Glmonths, renders
the suspension 1!117‘2115..

(3) s per the_ charge sheet, there are 5 charges. Charge

NOel IBLHFUuSw wu s r———

| -t A3 2dew 1714 ‘I:l-n..na'}'

Q0 ffice. The limit of remittnnce to be sent to the Branch 0 £11 ¢ oom—
fizxed by the Senior Sum rintendent of Post 0fflces was Bs.5000/

0f the 14 ceses cited in 5 cases the remittance wss more thon
Rs.5000/~ and the applicant cannot be fault ed for handing over

the remittance to the Brench Post Master. 0On any csse all the
fourteen instances the amount remitted were duly asccounted for

by the Branch Post Master and eden if there is any irregule ritjms

L4

in sending the remiftance, it can not be ramked up a3 the

targe is not that the Branch Post Master did not account_for
Ok




Li

(3

the remittonces. Charge No. 2 relates to keeping cash in

Y Page%.

e:céess of the githorised balances. Branch Post Master is

eonpetent to retain cesh if there is liabjllity snd in 2ll the
¢ca3es, there was 1liability (i.e. M.0s remeining to be p‘nid.
Charge No.3 relates to non repolﬂ:ing%on receipt of Branch

0iffice bags on certain dg..tes.' While the applicant asselkb
ﬁﬁgt he did report,it 1s humbly submitted that non repo¥ting
ﬁas not «mmﬂ:&&e&[\in the frauds committed by the Branch Post
M:aster. @fmrge No.4 relastes to non repo{ing of an instgnce of
fraud come to the notice of the applicant. Té\ere is sno proof

. that a complaipt was made to the appllcant. In fact, the proper
gx.ﬂtho rity to whom the wmplnint was to be mpde)/was the charge shasimm
sneeting puthorlty.ﬁ'xarge No.b re}.ates to payment of two M.0s
=t the Brsnch Offices'But both the poyments am%ndfhhe Pay e

=585 would accept psyment in @y enquiry. The respondents dd

not say that these payments were not ‘a'enuine.'

It is therefore clear th,qt the charge sheet does not

hold the applicant prim~ facie responsible o=nd so the SuSpension 2
=.m3 ustified,

(4) 'I.‘he appliCant alWays cooperated with the investigatlon
a i

J"In fact as a senior };;ggéigf the Department he was very much

iinterested in investigation of the frauds committed by the Branch

'Post Master, Shddsdpslli. There is not s single instance when the

}' applicant did not cooperate.

4

If he could not be reinststed the
F'princip}es of natursl justice entitle& him at least for

; enhoncement of the subsistance gllowsnce.

(56) The respondents ,havﬁnot replied either to the request

;' for xzspx reinstptement or fr enhencement of the subsistance

'i; allow=nce. If they cannot accede to thereguest they are duty

bound to give a spesking order.




(4

F=Y

y Pageb, .
6. DET AiLs OF THE REMEDIES EXHQUSTED:

The spplicant. declqres that he had avalled of all

e 3 a8

t:he remedies available to him them under the relevant
Service mles; o . .
| . Aggrieved against the snspension of the apnlidant, he
l:lq,d represented to the 2nd re.apondmt on 1-7 —9:3 requestlng to
rekae the susPensz.on of the applicant. He had further re-
Qresente_d on‘112-2-1994 requestlag thﬁ an“respondent to
rc_:?insider enhgncemeng of st;bsistance a;hlqwance to 75%,’_ which
WaS not c?xnsidereid =nd responded so far. As Ehe FEBRG A ExE
f_reprgsentq,gion a5 not been disposed of even after 6 months
::'the_applic_gnt hed no oiher alternative gxcept“to apProach
"bo this Hon'ble Trii;bgnal. Eence this application before
“the Hon'ble Tribunal.
7. MATTERS WOT PREVIOUSLY FIULED OR PENDING WITH AVY OTHER

COURL:

ik ' FYS ah v ey &a

The applicant further declares; that he had not x prev;L- _
05313' filed any applicetion. Writ Petltlon, or sm.t regn rding T e
n;atter in re‘s}iect of 1Jh£ch to’ lkln.s ap;illc:e_atlon k has been made be e
ey court or any other authority or any other .Bencilm of the
Tribunal nor gﬂ{ such gpplng,tion, Writ Petition or suit ig
pgncii. ng befors ony of then, |
8. RELIEF SOUGHT:

4 - £ry 4‘1. i

In v:.ew of the f-:cts ment:.oned in para 4 sbove, the

Y da

¥ applicant prays for the followa.ng reliefs

- . Fes oy
It is respectfully pr _iyed]thot the Hon! ble Tribunal may
: el (G
'be pleased to (&L‘(@&# ﬁkp Q’”ﬁ ,aw Ve

& .l f: f@::::* m%%*@%ﬁ 7. fV‘Lq,..?J J\:)xﬂth

all t_he ® nsequentinsl benefits and be *31{3 ased to paSs such
other and further order or orders as the Hon'ble Trlbunal

May deem fit and proper in the ol recumstances of the Case,



L;

o e ¢
) Rage.6 @

Da INT—EBL«I ORDEdS IF Alﬁi PR*\X&D FOR O PR R
Pendlng ﬁ.ngl dec:.s:.on on the a{)plqutlon the qoplj_cgnt

seeks the following mtemm rellei‘-

Sdh

‘ It is respectfully prqyejthqt the Hon'ble Tribungl mgy be

p}.eased to direct the respondents to enh-:mce the subs:.st—..nce allo-

F:

wance of the ’ﬂ-l’f’lic’*ni to 75% of his pay from 7-8-83, pending
disposal of the 0.A. and be ple~sed to pess such other orders as
deemed fit -nd propér. | :
10, NOT APPLICABLE:

11. PARTICULARS OF THEBANK DRAFT/POSTAL OHDER filed in respect

ik

'of the apﬁliCation fee:

e
| 1. .0 /D.Da No *73,1,65‘%,:.\ 222 )
' : _ £.38 IS Sy o &5 2 o
2. Dates

S1g e Sy LP.O./B-CHB:D./Removes
3. TFee RS .50/~ : .

A%

4, Name of the 0ffice of issues ¢.c.a P \t«:&&*w

LT 1Y id

5., Name of the O0ffice payable at 3 G.P.O. Hyderq’oad.
‘12, LIST OF HNGIOSURES:

S.No. Details of the documents; Annexure Page,
- - - as PER INDEX ST
VERIFIC ATTON
L= SR S - A dd - S Y Y

I, D.Gangaram S/oD %‘\*““‘" .aged sbout 45 years LSG/PoStql
. Ass::.st-ant (Under Susnens:.on) NiXam'abad. 0. do hereby verify

4 s

. that the oontents of paras 1 to 4 and 6 to 12 are ‘true to

~ my personsl knowledge and pnra 5 beldieved to be true on
' ¥ grl =dvice andthat I have not suppressed any material

facts,

I N - N

Hyderabad,
Date: 369

Z 7 M‘/@ SIGNATRE OF 1HE APPLIC ANT
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DEPARTHMENT O POSTS 33 INDIA O/Vﬂ

. N‘EF F{ice of the Sr, updt, of Post Offices, Nizamabad Division,

20 Moy F 621/92-93 dated at Nizapabade3, tho0 ) -5-1993

=

" Wlhoeroad a dsciplinary'prchuding against Ori{,0,.Gengaran
Pastsl Assistant, Nizanabad - HO 18 contemplatud, '

- Now thersfore, the undersigned in oxerciso of tha
oowsrs conferred by Sub Rulu (i) of fiule 10 of thu Central
Civil "ervicas (Clﬂséificatian, contrel and aopeal) Rulces,
1965, hercby blncea the said 8ri,D0,G3ngaram under suspansion
Wwith 4mmediate sffect,

Wt 1s futthsr ordered that during ths period that this
ordur shall remain in forco, the Head quarters of
Sri,0,Cangaram, Postal Assistant, Nizamabad HO should be
Mizemabad and ths B8aid iri.D,Gunyaram shall not 1-sve

. Huadjuarters without! obtaining thaqanéLiﬂua pormission
af the undsrsigned, 2% .

L . 2T
e , e’?f/;gnuu )

! Sr,Supdt, of Post 0’ rices,
Nizamabad Division - 503 003,

Cc:py' af tbil- '
i 1, "Sxi,D hangaram, ﬂwﬂv,mﬂizamubad HO Ordaers rogsrding

f auha@atancn,alloiﬂn @ acmiseihlc to him duyring th 4
poyiad of "his-supponsion will issua separatnely,

4, The Vortmastar, Nizamabad HO for informatioh.
;knﬁ]"Q?FICS cooy,
4, P o7 tha 0f”iciay,

S5, .The Punishment rugistsr,

6. Spare/office copy. %E?b“' |
f‘ ' V - :—/"/ ./7/ 3/' -
\ { . PARDAY )
Sr, dt, of Post Of rices,

i ) nlzamr td Divisionm 503 QN3,

N e ?n,;\i



?mmh . © W
LA LAl | - ) 3
LEG/PA U/S,

STL 4 AT AD, e T
120

g 3enigr Sunerintzrient of Post O0ffices,

SIZA AL Wivieion,

Sirp, ;

‘ Sab: Revoostion of suspension - Regarding,

~- - Ref: Zuspension Mers To.F 6-1/92~93, at: 7.5.19953,

I wvas Pl=ced unde r susnension on 745419003 Withroge shewing
any groands.. In the case against the B-p-I"i-/SledﬁPa'F_li, Lirere
- 1s no invelvemant or Mine. There may be patty departmert al
irregularities for wphich cuspension is not justified. Further,
no charge Sheet hy o Bzen served on me tiln today. As obsepyad
in case Law Chauhan V3. State of U.p, 1977 AWC 7041 5% was o bo
considetred ir charge skeet eould be semwed along with the ordeér
" of suspeinnsion,

AS I am not hav;ng any monztary involvement in &he,case,
I request you to Hindily issue po cation order g7 whieh I
Will be hifhly spcis . (’)xu\ AUV -

Yours
Tioamnbagd,

Ity ,i-‘:‘fv\?. Co &7347 —_S\QD?S;QTWQ 'L(

PR
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DLPZAUHENT OF pPOSTS 3 TNDLA G)

© e ptice ok §v. Supde. of Post of fiacs, Mioamit LU)SIe 50360
. e - -] N A At bl i rAHIN Loty 3 L iy '_i___l’!,: .,.ﬁ_‘jj..-‘ -
HMevdMe F 621 |- 9293 . _defed Lzamnkauzd . ‘”,“3 AT

N =T \M‘dﬂ'\'S'ﬁ&ﬁA&& ProfPosedty ¥ ex hotd on C-r(:w;u ‘ Geﬁgﬂwu Lol AN

Dy gengr e tsefin o B8 (RN S RV ) L A Leanetved L
C\'{“;r_ier G’:&}L&-' sl PR (s ) Rk s e lu6d fRulo-1a on PReé S (QLLA) :

kules, 190675,

THE sl tance ofr impabedriond of miseonquek: e Amistreriviovy fna V‘//o.
wh il cnguicy is nioposed to hae held i3 Sef out i Hhe en~clasedy
stateient of arciecles of charge {annexuricnl), A Stobemesd o) Hwe
ipuzationg of wmi§condeet ay i betavicux in Subpeyf 0§ Lot owilet
of c"u:eirge, is enclogid (ennesurc-TI), A list of cﬂ,(ﬁQﬁa\M\M‘\r“( okl oo
list cf¥witnesees by whpm che arcicles of chmﬁa»c, ane . Pyofosed o ve
sugthained ere glso coclosed (“nnexure-I11) and CADNM'&KQW ,.,1,9

2 . S‘C:‘:‘/S“*'tﬁ‘s\'; '\EE;E.T': '-‘L}( :‘l}hﬂ';--:;tj' LA A AR I I B C o‘u -1‘] dEY'e\thd t—o “SL‘&M\i"
a written statement of his defence within 10 d.ys 0 bhe hﬁ(i?:{_—:o-@-
this memo and also to state whether he desirss to pe heerd ism PeAsow

. 3. srisSme, b BewgeRean, Crareseenaee., (13 iadeyn-ed Pheds

:)_ cnquiary will be held only in /o thosSc orticlég ot C.R?\G-Yfge €A ox? o
adm-tted, He should, thercfore, specifically sdmit 6y ety @Gl ank
cle aof charge,

i

4, sri/sme, D \")“d‘ is fuvttey Jrahovioed
thetk'if he docs not Yulmit his written statcm=nt of defevce ov o
before the date specificd in para 2 above or does§ ~pt wffesyr o Pey
before the engu:iring duthority or other wise fallg cA AeHuse) to
comp.y with the provisions of Rulo.- B L R ”":5}\;-514-;.»5*, ~lGos/
Ful--11 of CCS5 (CCR) Rules 1965 -or the oldors /divectiomd 5surd jw
purszuance of thoe sgid Rule, the enauiring authoricvy Moy hodl rhe
encuiry against him ex-parte

'3

5. kttention of Sri/Sese, D. Sewssgreysdws oo
de dhvited to Ralesb of RuP-EDAGRCsSILules,. 1966/ Rule 20 of The
- CCs{conduct) Rules, 1964 under which no gavt, SeyVemnt Sheaid bﬁ~8.
attempt to hrimg /ny political cr outside influence %D brear upow
any sunericr zuthority to farther his interost is r/o e e PQ&:—
velring to his service under the Gove, IF ony MepPregardeadion pg .
rezazived on his beler 1L from another perssn in r/c Oy rrattaia 2 5 ¢
with in these proccedings, it will be phegutmced Hhak vl S o N %
5 R R R T %ﬁ entore of Suek,
. 4 ~epresentation and thet it has been made 1t his Jwidomee Ood Al
will be taken ac?eainst him for violatvion of Rule, ciyed Jon ¥/ S Py
- 6. The receipt af memo, should be acknow leda i ‘
) ,I.H —1

.-7:\‘”

.

S, ' \_g CfE,C.Aftf;(‘_ /,‘f
\.,,PC",_- 4 . Sr, Supdt, o ’rose o LT,
, Sri/zsmi Ay ren oBegss, L L. Nizamabad Div Lole=30s oy,

S OEA A i RN S O A R e g e ﬂ

ACopy of this mema is §asued toy
Tha vigilance register,
¢lhe hSE(LYNAB/SDIs (B) Nfies
. 3.The PP of the official, (‘\'3
4. .spare/ot fice copy.,

: - r
i g.n. :,..L o.,:lt' " rl-\

L] e LI R

}g Ce ’:"(‘;"Kr -7

Sr, Supdt, . of prir "f’f;‘-\"l{;,

I
L

e

Gk ' Nizamabad divesfsnobo3 gon,
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ANNEXURE .. 1

- STATEMENT OF ARTICLES OF CHARGE FRAMED AGALALT Skl
LG PA(UNDER SUSEENSION) NIZAMABAD HO |

CARTICLELT,

PayYyses,

_Qate

03-04-92

& 28-05-92

26-09_92
29-09-92
12-10-92
131092
14-10-93
20-10-92
21-10.92
22-10-92
31_10_9§
04-11-9

22-12-92

Thus, said sSriy D,Gan
msnual volume.VI part.
lute integrity and dev
and 3(4) (i1) of C.C.8 conduc

ARTI CLE..

otion

fmount: of remittanc.

While working as 3pM Dicnpally oy oid W
had shown the followlng anwunts as handed over o 5r% Voot
goud, BPM Suddapglli towards remittance to Sucdapelli
paywent of money orders instead of sending througl i EN
- Tha amount of money orders that were Shown as pradit Loy Ul

on 12.10«92, 27«10-92 and 4~11.92 was not received by the

5, 00000
13, 000-00
3, 000-00
7, 000-00
5,000-00
5, 000-00
5, 000-00
"7, 000=00
10, 000 =00
-5, 000~00

700 ~00
20, 000-00
¢, 50000

garam contravened Rule.®630 of ol

IIT and therxeby falled to malutoin al...
to dutyagyrequired by Rule 2
t rules, 1964,

The said Sri D,Gangaram falled to ol
retention of cash in excess of sanctione

d balance held by

the HPM Suddapalll on the following dates;

ks, 5,490.00
1,790-00
1,700=00
5,381400
5,222.00
7,695.00
6,619.00
1,600«00
6,326.00
2,300«00
¢, 304-40
5,000~00
7,020-00
4,000«00
4,400-00

Sri D,Gangaran Ccontravened Rule-
VI part-III and theweby falled t
and devoticn to duty as required b

05-02.92

12202492 to 17-02-92
18-02_92 to 29.02-92
30-03-92 to 31-3.92

23005292 ugd 25-05-92

02-06-92
09.06.92
07-07-92
30-09.92
10-10-92
16-12.92
21-12-92
28-12-92
04-.01.93
07-.01-93

of C,C.8, conduct rules, 1964,

to
to

i
to
to
to

to
to

06.06-92
10-06-.92
13.07-92
01-10-~92

19.12-92
30-12-92

06-01-9
15.01-9

642 and 577 of pPuT duafiual vl
0 magintain absolute

integiley
Y Rule (LY (1) and 3(4) (i1;



CONZ

5ﬁTICL§ = III:+ The 8ald Sri D,Gangaran falled to report the-non
recelpt of due branch office bag containing the dally account o:
. kha same date on the following dates,

- Iue date of receipt Pate on which actually
.- ; of BO bag, Iecalved,
30-06-92 0l.07-42
02-07-92 to 04.07-92 06.07-97
. 08-07-92uw0l 09-07-92 10-07-9%
14-07-92 15.07.92
’ 17.07-92 & 18-07-92 20-07-9%
21-.07-92 22-07-92
27-07-92, 2B-07-92, 29-07-92 .
and 30-07-93 - 30-07-92

3Yi D,Gangaram failed to camply with Rule 144 am A and G ot pot
fanual volume V and thereby falled to maintain abaclute interis

and devotion to duty as required by Rule 3(1) (1) and 3(1) (11) or
<.C.5, conduct rules, 1964,

‘_\") ARTICILE_TV; The said Sci D,Cangaram falled to Jepofl Uhie .ol
to the SSPOs Nizamabad when Sri Kamtam Prakash, S/0,Candgal an, o
Anruthapur complalned in November'92 non paywent of MO Ho, 1755/
dited 1B8-11-91 of Nimbolliadda for Rs,1453/. shown &s paid on

_+0-11-91 by the BpM Suddapalli, But, he h&nself pald ks, 1400/~
t> him, Sri Kundeti Balaiah also Stated to have represented to

the SPM Dichpalli on behalf of payYeaa of MO8 about non paywent
of MO8,

. S8ri D,Gengaran falled to follow the provisions of
Rule 171(3) of P&?T manual volume V and thereby falled to maint,.
absolute integrity and devotion to Quty as required by Rule 3(i:
and 3(1) (i14) of C,C.S. conduct rules, 1964,

IRTICLE-V; The said Sri D, Gangaram paid MO Ko, 158/41 doted

Eor Rs,2000/w of Kattalaguda and MO No,158/42 dated 20-1.93 Lo
ft5,700/w of Kattalaguds payable to Ruwna Yelluppa, R0 AL the
pertaining to Suddapalli mHO, at Dichpalli $0 on 6-2-93,

e

8ri D,Gangaram failed to despatch the MO tfo:ins tu
Suddapalli BO as per Rule-259 of P&T Manual Volwue-ViI part-I
and thereby failed to mailntuin abugclutae lotegrity and devotion

to duty as Yequired by Rule 3(4) (i) and (L) (41) of C,C.5, C.na
Yules, 1964,

(P, PANDUY
Sr,Supdt, of Tost Citices,
Nizamabad Diviﬂion-SOBOOB,
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STATEMENT OF IMPUTATIONS OF MISCONDUCT OR MIS.BEHAVIOUK IN
" SUPPORT OF THE ARTICLES OF CHARGE FRAMED AGAINST SKI D, CANGAKAL
- LSS PA(UNDER SUSPENSION) NIZAMABAD HO,

ARTICLE.JT: While working as SpM Dichpalli RS, sri D,Cangaran h.
sown the followlng amounts as handed over to Sri V, bBhoowugoud,

EM BpM Suddapalli BO by taking acquittance In the B slip towar

Temittance to Suddapalll BO for payment of woney orders instead
of sending through the B Dbag, -

ANNEXURE

Date - Ampunt of remittance
© 03.04-92 5, 000~ 00
AL RBL05+92 13,000-00
26.09-92 3, 000- 00
29-09-92 7. 000-00
12-10-92 5, 000-00
13.10-92 g.ooo-oo
14.10-92 00000
20-10-92 e 000-00
21-10-92 10, 000-00
22-10-82 5, 000~00
31-10.92 70000
04-11.92 20, 000-00
22-12e92 4, 500-00

As prescribed in the consolidated memo of authorise.
balances bearing No,G/Rev-Bal/90 dated 12-.1-90 issued by the
office of the SSpPOs, Nizamabad the cash is to be remitted tgo
Suddapalll BO duly enclosed in the BO bag which is to be CONVEY«
by the EIMC Ygnampalli,-

_ The following money orders were shown as paid by
the BPM Suddapalli on the dates m shown against esach on which
there was remittance cf cash,

v

NS

. office of ‘ Date of Name of
MO No, pdte !ssu Amoun t . vinen P ay e
1456/15 8-10—95 Hyderabad 200000 12-10~92 Boddula Chinn.
‘ . Iece clup : . Oddenna, R/o,
. Amruthapur,
1456/16 8-10.92 Hyderabad 866~00 12-10-92 - do -
: race club ,
:1998/4 21-10-92 Dilsuknagar 2000-00 27«10.92 SaKkalkonda
colony Narsubai, W/
Savanna,
1997/20 21-10-92 Dilsuknagar 2000-00 04-11-92 Jukki Yamuna

bai, D/o.baya
iah, R/o, tnru
thapur,

.'I.2
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w
Taoled 1N "5—‘11.‘-,

S5ri Boddula Chinna Oddenna in his stdteMugu { ' |
Bint,Sakkarakonda Narsubal in her statwnent d§t§d }Z-J_UJ alind
St , Tukkl Yamunabal in her statemnent dated 12.3-03 glven Leto: -
3ri N,V,L,N_ Acharyulu, SDI(P) Nizamubad scuth denied to have
received the amounts of the MOs wnd also discwned the thup
impressions on the M,0, forms as their own, Sri D,Gupqnxdn
admitted to have handed over the remittances to the b 10§
statement dated 11-3-93 glven before Sri Bhalk danguyi, Aut{1¢,
Nizawabad, . .

The said Sri D,Gangaram contravened Rule-836 of pug MEALS Lok
volume-VI part.III and thereby failed to maintain absolute inte.
grity and devotion to duty as required by Rule 3(1) (1) and 3{i)
(11) of C.C,s, conduct rules, 1964, ’

ARTICLE-TI; The BPM Suddapalli retained cash in excess of
Banctioned cash balance of Rs,50/~ as mentloned below without

any liabilities a per the dally accounts received at Dichpalldl
ks so0, .

The said sSri D
& the irr

ks,5,490-00 05-02.92
1,790-.00 12.02-92 to 17-02-92
1,700-00 18-02.92 to 29~02.92
5, 38100 30.03-92 to 31.03-92
9,222.00 23-05.92 & 25.05-92
T,695.00 02-08.92 to 06.06.92
6,619.00 09-.06.92 to 10-08§-92
1, 600-00 07-07-92 & 13-07-92
6, 32600 30-09-92 to 01~10.92
2,300~-00 10-10-92
4,304-8940 16.12.92 to 19-12.92
5,000-00 21412.92
7,020-00 28-12-92 to 30-.12-92
4, 000~00 04-01-93 to 06-01-93
4,400-00 07~01-93 to 15-01-93

.Gangaram falled to check the dail
#gularity in the EKrrar

Y aCCollt

Book and report to the

SDI(P) ang S3P0s, Nizamabad,

Thus the said Sri D,CGangaram contravened Rule_v42 and D
of P&T manual volume-VI part.III and thereby failed Lo walnvais

- absolute integrity and devotion to duty as required by Rule 3(-

(1) and 3(4)(41) of C.C.8, conduct rules, 1964,

5RTICL§_III; The BO bags of Suddapslld contalning mx the daty
accounts of the following dates Were not received on the due

date, But they were racelived sBubseqguently on the daltes e Sl
ed against each, Sri D,Gangaram failed to note the non.receipt
of B0 bag in the error book and report to the SLL(F) anda 55

.Nizamabad. He has admitted it dn his statement dated 11-3-93.'

Due date of recelipt Date on which

of B bag' —_ actually received,
30m06=92 “ 01-07-
02:07-92 to p4-c7.92 06-07-9
08+07-92 & 09n07-92 - 10=07-92
140792 ' 15-07-92
17-07-92 § 18.07-92 : 20-07~92
21207.92 ; 22.07-92
270792 & 28-07-92 - o
29-07-92 & 30.07.92 ) = 31-07-92

R |
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®
Thus the said Sri D,Gangaram failed ¥ to coinply wlt)iseal o

144 A and G of P&T manual volwne V and thereby falled to malntain

-absolute integrity and devotion to duty as required by kule 3(1)

(417 and 3(4) (i1) of C.C,S, conduct rules, 1964,

,EHTICLEaIV; MO No.1755/13 dated 18-11.91 of Nimbolliadda oV ror

Ry,1453/~ pavable to Sri Kamtam Prakash, S/0,Gangaran, K/o, Aucutl..
pur was shown as paid on 20-.11-91 by the BPM Sucdapalll as per
the BO journal and the concerned MO pald voucher, Sri Koutan
Praikash in his statement dated 23-3-93 given before Sri K,kajal L.
gem, ASPOsS(Inv), o/c PMG(HR), Hyderabad stated that he contacted

'Srd D,Gangaram 2 or 3 times about the MO, He told hiwm to get ul

P,F, MO number to find out the disposal, He then got the partic
lars of MO from the P.P, office at Hyderabad and contgcted SUL D,
Gangaram again in the wonth of November ‘92, S8Sri D,.Ganuuaraw prald
him k8,1400/~ in the presence of Sril C,Poshagoud, $/0,bBhaomacsud

saying that the MO was wrongly pald by 8ri Bhoomagysud BPM  Suddu-
pelli :

8ri Kundeti Balesiah, S/0,p,Balatah, R/o,muruthapur in nhis
scatement dated 6.3.93 given before Sri Shaik UBandagl, ase (i),
Nigzamabad, stated that due to non-recelpt of P,F.MUS suie Lecdl
worCkers alongwith him approached the SpM Dichpalli and showed
the particulars of such MOs obtained from P.F, office of tlydera:
Tha SPM told them that the MOS were alleady paid Ly the LM Su.ag
palli whom they shculd contact, &ri D,Gangaram SpM Dichpalli i
d:d not report the matier tg the S5pP0s, Nizamsiad and he paiil K
R841400/~ himself to Sri Kamtam Prakash,

Thus, the said Sri D,Gangaram failed to follow the provisi
oas of Rule 171(3) of P&T manual volume V and thereby falled c.
maintain absolute inkegrity snd devotion to duty as required oy
Ri¥e 3(4) (1) and 3(4) (1i) of C.C.8, conduct rules, 1964,

FAFICLE-Vs MO No,158/41 dated 20.1-93 for R3,2000/= and 15G/42
dated 20-1-93 for Rg, 700/~ of Kattalaguda SO payable to 5ri i¢in.
Yellappa, R/o, Amruthapur under Suddapalll B were ehterea In
the register of MOs received on 22.1-93 and Shown as sSent wo Sud
palli, The MOs were not despatched to Suddapalli &, Lok s.f
D.Gangaram effected payment at Dichpalli RS SO on 6-2-93. 3504
Rimma Yellappa, 8/o.Pentalah in his Statemwent dat-d 14.3-93 give
before Sri Shaik Bandagi ASP(R) , Nizamabad stated that he mat ti,
BPM Suddapalli and enguired about the MOs, who intolwmed nln tu «
Ccomie to Dichpalli RS S0 for taking payment of the MUs, XHe atte
ded Dichpalll RS $0 on 6-2.93 and took payiment,

Thus the sald Sri D,Gangaram falled to despatcn the MY
forms to Suddapalll BO as per Rule-~259 of P&T manual volume.VI
part-I and thereby failed to maintain sbsolute integrity and
devotion to duty as required by Rule 3(1) (1) and 3(4) (11) of

C.C.8, conduct rules, 1964,
o s r
/>f') Cw—t”f “'.- o,

(P RaD0)
- 8r,8updt, of post Offices,
S Nizamabad Pivision-503003,
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L2ST OF DOCUMENTS BY NHIGd THE RRTICLEs OF CHAaGE Ibhabikls AT
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D.GANGARAM, LSGPA(UNDER SUSPENSION) NIZAMABAD HO AR [rubi:

10_BE_SUSTAINED,

1.
L

10,

11,

12,

ﬂ”13‘

14,

15,
16,

17,

B,0.slip from Dichpalli RS to Suddapalli IO doted 3-h-ua,
QB8-5-92, 26.9-92, 29-9-92, 12-10-92, 13-10-92, L tum e,
20-10-92, 21-10-92, 2210092, 31-10292, 4-11-92 aud " o1 oe

MO paild voucher No,149%6/15 dated 8-10-92 of dydalacad 1
club for Rse,2000/-~.

MO psald voucher Ho,1456/16 dated B8-10.92 of Hydereiud 1uie
club for Rs,866/.,

MO pald voucher No,1998/4 dated 21-10-92 of Dilsurlitiager
colony for Rs,2000/-,

MO paild wvoucher HNo. 1997/20 dated 21-10-92 ot Dilsukinia.ol
colony for Rs,2000/-

Statement of Sri Boddula Chinna Oddenna dated 12.75<973 give,
betore SDI(P) Nizanmabad south,

Statement of Snt,SakKarkonda Narsubal dated le-ad-vd givedn
before 8DL{P) Nizamabad south,

Statenent of Smt,Tukki Yamunabal dated 12-.3-.95 givel Leios
SDI(P) Nizamabad south,

Consgclidated nmieno of asuthorised balances No,G/Rev-bal/yu
dated 12.1-90n of Dichpalli R3 S0,

Extract of lines and stages of Dighpalli 3 to Yataupall
mall line eof D,0,, Wizauabadg,

B.Q. daily accounts of Suddspalll dated 5-2-42, 1I-2-y.,
13-2.92, 14.2.92, 15-2-92, 17-2.92, 18-2-92 to dae 292,
24-2-92 to 29-2- 92 30~ 3«92,,31-3—92, 23592 w250 o,
2.6-92, 3-6-92, 5. b-92, 6.6-92, 9-6292, 10-0.92, T_i-d.,
13-7—92, 30-9w92, 1-10-92, 10-210-92,16w12-82 to ly-1lli.vul,

21-12-92, 2012292 to 30-12-92, 4=1-93 to 5-1-93, Tulei,,
11-1-93 to 13-1.93 and 15-1.93,

Error Book of Dichpalll RS 80 from 25-1.50 to 9-5.91,
B,0, dally accounts of Suddapalli dated 30-6-u2, 2_7wy: r.

4-7-92, 8-7292, 9-7-92, 14-7-92, 17-7-92, 18-7-52, 21-7-3
and 27-7-92 to 30-7-92.

MO paid voucher No,1755/13 dated 18-11-91 of Kiuboliadd.
for R#,1453/m

Suddapalli EO journal from 28-8-91 to 3-2-92.

Statement of Sri Ksmtam Prakash dated 23-3-93 given bLeror
AEBXEX ASP(Inv), ©/0 PMG(HK) , Hyderabtad,

Statement o§ Sri Kundetl Balalah dated 6.3-93 glven oo
the ASp(R) “izamabaq,

!
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18, M3 peid voucher No,158/41 dated 20-1-93 for Rg,2000/~ of
- ' Jxattalaguda.
-1y

19." MO paid voucher No,158/42 dated 20-1-93 for K8,760/-
20, ¥0-3 for BOs of Dichpalli K5 80 from 7-8.92 to 3-3.93,

21. Statement of Sri Rimma Yellappa dated 18-3-93 given betore the

a3p (R) Nizamabad,

%{7 (_‘-CMLL o
(p.pm;gy,,/- ’
Sr,.Supdt, Bf ost Offices,

3 : | Nizamebad Pivision-503003,
\ ) |

(:??



LIST OF WITNESSES BY wHOM THE ARTICLES OF CHARGE PRAMED AGAINSY
‘sm D. GANGARAM, LSGPA(UNDER SUSPENSION) NIZAMABAD HO 1S PROPOSED

10 _BE ERDUED.

L]

1., Sri Boddula Chinna Voddenna, R/O.AmrUthapr;SUGGanlll bO.

+ 2. Smt.aakkarakondd Narsubai, W/o.Sayanna, R/0, Auruthapur,
guddapalli BO. . :

3, Swc,Tukkd Ygmynabai, D/o,Bagaiah, h/o.hmruthapur, Suddapuilie
4, Sri Kamtam prakash, R/Q, Amruthepur, Suddapalll EC.
5, S8ri c.poshagoud, S /a, Bhoomagoud, R/0,Auruthapur,
e 6, . sri Kundetl Balalah, R/o.Nnruthapur.
«L‘ . T s+i Rimma Yellappa, R/O.Amruthapur.'
)8, Sri K.Rajalingam, ASP(Inv), 0/0,PHG'HR) , Hyderabad.
9, 3ri Shaik Bandagi, ASP(R) Nizamabad,

10, Sri N.V,L.N,Acharyulu, then SDI{P) Mizamabad south and
ax now ASP(HQre) Medak,

P

| (p.paDL)—" "
$r,3updt, et bPost Offices,
Nizamabad Divislon-503003,

&
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. ’ Date s 2—J7(° ,3?
¢ : _ 0.4.RECD, o, 2‘76‘9/&3{/ |
5}13 Sﬁ?ﬁsux,msz,jﬁzmA(y(Lr\}luﬁfizyp é;kégb’
sir,
I am to request you to recblfy the defects mentiocned bel@J

in'your application within 14 daye from the date of issue of thiz
letter, failing which you application will.not be registeregd ana

.actign Under Rule 5 (4).will follow,
K e
Poliedocs, (S ) LT g LT

2 _ﬁlL i.y} '?, , | fﬁ;(nt;)jL; (Shrﬁ Qﬁf '£%§§;::; 9 ‘fwaiﬁcééf

/ /Zﬂ—;i
DEFULY #ROTSTRAR {gunr,, )
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IN THE ‘CENTRAL ABMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ¢ HYBERABAD BRANCH
AT HYRERABAB

0.A.Ne, 1318 Gf 1894,

BETWELHN:

3. G&ﬁ'ﬁaram , see PPF}L ICANT
AND

Birecter of Pestal Services, ' |
Hyderabzd Regien, Hyderabad and anether oo RESPONBENTS

]

REPLY AFF IBAVIT F ILER B BEHALF OF RESPONBENTS

i

1, V,S, Krishnamurthy §/8 V, Satyam aged 55 years,

R/e Hyderabad de hereby selemnly affirm and state as fellews:

1« . Iam werking as Assistant Oirecter in the effice ef

Ppatimaster General Hyderabad Regisn, Hyderzkad as such I am
well acquainted uwith the facts ef the case, I file thds
rEply affidabit of behalf ef the respandents and I am authorlsed

“to F4le thig affidavit.,

2, - f'ﬁiéef histery ef the case is submitted as unders

ﬁh_raceipt of a repert frem the Subefestmaster Dichpadly

SC en 26:2,1993 stating that the 8ranch Pestmaster, Suddapally

had. neither returned cash of Re,18,208/- sent en 28,2,93 nar

~effected payment of MOs, immediate necessary enquiries wuere

takan-up by the SPGs, Nizamawmad Bn, The enguiries made revealed
fraqu in the payment af prevident fund MBs by the BPH, Suddapaily
Erq?ch Cffice ts the extent eof Rs,82533,.88Ps, The BPS, Hyd.
Regian teek up Regien Level enquiry frem 18,3,93 aé the ameunt

of frauds exceeded Rs.Si,esﬂ/-. The Regienal Level enquiries ~wude
revsaled that Sri 8, Gahjaram, Sub Pestmaster, ﬁiéhpallyﬂ.s.

.64 the a-pplicant, master minded the metihed of frauds,

enceuraged the Branchf Pestmaster, Suddapally te cemmit the

frauds in (i@ ayments and utllisad the drauded ameunts
m/ | Jeé?W

ATTESTER BE PONENT




(2

alse tried te ceverup ‘the frauds cemmitted bythe BPM, Suddapally
it
adepting all metheds, He suppressed the fact of seme payes$

-2“

far ﬁis persenal gain, aleng with §he 8PM, Suddapally, He

tomplaining te him absut nen-payment ef gfyﬁﬁg by the BENM,
Sudﬁépally, frem the Sﬁﬁs, Nizamakad, He wzs placed under
suaggnsion WeBof, 7=5=93, The cempetent autherity reviesued

the éayment of subsistence all;wance and passed erders on
30.8.93 te centinue the payment ef subsistence allouanc@ at

the ;ame rate, A charga sheet under Rule=14 of the ECS@CCA)
Rules, 1965 was dssued te him en 38-11-1993, The departmental
anquiry is in pregress,y The present stage of the enquiry is
the examinatien of the prusechti@n witness, Pending Bisceplinary
pro?eadings the competent autherity has decided te csntinég

him'under suspensien,
i

,ﬂ A pelice case wps alse bssked against the applicant

at Bichpally under crime Na,142/93 en 28.3.23 under sectien of
489 of IPC, The case is under lnvestlgatlen By the pslicey

i

3. E In reply to para 4 of OA, it is submitted that the
Sr.éUﬁ&T. OF POs, Ni,amabad(Re2) en receipt of g repert

fran the SPM, ﬁichpally ReS. S4B, abaut nen payment ef MGS

and ‘nen returning of cash ef Rs.18,l30/- by the 8PM, Suddapally
P& ;n 2€.2,1993 made immediate enquiries which revealed frauds
in mayment of Prevident Fund M@s payable te EBeedi Uerkers
amugnting te Rs,.82,533,80 Ps by the BPM, Suddapally, As the
ama;nt'af fraud exceeded Rs.Sﬂ,aiﬂ/-, Regienal level engiiries
wera takenpp by the Birecter ef Pestal Services, Hyderabad
Regien from 18,3.1993 uhich revealed that the applicant had

master minded the metheds ef frauds, enceuraged the BPM,
L
H //

ATTESTER . EBONENT |

[
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Suddapally te cemmit the frauds, and utilised the defrauded

amaunt fer his persenal gain, aleng with the BPM, Suddapally ,
QLHV,VMN' @ﬁﬁ%L& b CovervPp [lfa frandda E; ﬁyykéfiy
and that applicant™ z11 the pessible metheds, He

was placed under suspensien w.,a8,f, 7.5.,%93, The cémpetent
aut-erity reviewed the pament ofrsuhsistenca allewance and
passed erders on 38,8,83 te continue payment ef the |
subaistence allewance at the same rate, A chérge sheet
under Rule-14 ef the CCS({CCA)Rules, 1965 was isgued te him gn
38.11,1993, The departmental enguiry is in pregress, The
present stage is the examinatien ef presecutien witnesses
pending disc.'prnceedings the competent authority hag

decided to centinue the applicant under suspensien,

A pelice case was alse hmekeé agains£ the apﬁlicant
en 28,3,93 under crime Ne,42/93 under septien—4l§ of IPC at
@ichpally pelice statien, The casé is under investigatien,
Se the BA is premature and i£ is liakle to be dismissed on

tris gereund,

In para=4,4 the applicant himself has admitted his

indirect invelvement in the frauds, .

4, In reply te para=5,1 ef B8,A, it is submitted that

ef provident fund MUs payable te Beedi Leaf werkers amountihg'
te Rs,.82,533,88 Ps, in cullusiecn with the 8P, Suddapally was
established in the Regienal level enquiries, He was plzced
under suspensien en 7.5.93, ffhe cempetant autherity revieuwed
the payment of subsistence éliauance enf 38,8,93 gnd paSSEd
erders retaining the same ratse 6? payment ef suhsistencg
allewance, A charge sheet und;r Rule=14 of the CCS(CCA)
Rles, 1965 was issued te the applicant en 30,11.93, The
departmental encuiry is at the stage ef examinatien pf

presectien witnesses,

' BE PENE

ATTESTER



5. . In reply to para 5.2 of #f G.A it is submitted

--Igg~

tHat the Hen'sle Supreme Court in AIR 1998 Sc 1157, G.G.I,
Ys, V., Sivaraman had held that

"The erder of suspensien after '3 perood ef siyg
menths weuld net kecsme nenest giving an autematic
right te reinstatement in service, UWhere the rules
previde fer sﬁséending a Civil Servant and require
‘the autherity ts repert the matter to the Gevernment
giving eut ré%@ns fer net coentemplating the
1nvestlgatlan ei‘enqu1ry ulthln s$ix months it wedld
be fer the Gevernment te reviwe the case But it does -
ret mean that the suspensien beyend six menths beccmes
-autematically invalid o¥ nenesf. The enly duty
endéyed by such z rule is that the efficer who madd
the erder eof suspensien must make a repert te the
Goverbment and it weuld be for the Gevernment te
rGUL%ﬂpggsﬁEGCbs and\cxrcug&tanﬁ%hwg Jgpe cagz’te/\
make an-arder.revoklng the prder gf suspens;an of

' further centinuing the suspensisn, The erder of

' suspensien hewever centinues until it is reveked in
accerdance wi the lauw",

~

This Hen'Ble Tribunal while dispesing ef the OA 953/93,
quetsd the aheue observatien ef the Hon'ble Supreme’ Ceurt,
.in its judgement dt 25,4,9%4 and dismissed the B.,A filed fasr

reveking the suépensimn of the applicant therein,

The competent autherity i.e, R-2 has been sending
periodical ‘reparts te R-1 sn the desirability of the cantinued
suspensien of the applicant, A charge sheet under, Rule<14

of CCS(CCA)Rules, 1965, was alse issued en 30,11,1993,

ATTESTER ét;;;E;;\/,/j7::,f/
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6, In reply te para 5.3 of BA it is submitted that the

articles of charae framed against the applicant are being

engired in te a departemenial enquiry under Rule~i4 of the

ccs{CCA)Rules, 1965, Therffere ne cemments ceuld be effered, | =

In visw of the abave suhmiséi@ns therse are hm mefité in
the G.A and it is lisble te dismiss. Hence the Hon'ble

Tribunal may be pleased te dismiss the 8,4,

/
mslstanggﬁ\ré@tflgggi}gost al Sewcm/

O/e. The Postmaster-Geneial,
Mydarabad Heaion, Hydsrabad.600 00

Selemnly affirm and state that

the abeove contents are trye ahd
signed his name en this Ef day
of February 1995 hefeore me

BEFBRE ME

A - | Arsigtant {%r.g[éé E‘Fﬁﬁstai Smvices

Hyde\rabad Renion, WyderabGanwrsl _

(7




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No, 1318 ~f 1994

Betwzen:

»
D,.Gangaram, o

$/0 Savanna, '

aged about 43 vears,

Sub~Postmaster,

Dichpalli (under suscensio

Nizamebad Postal Division, seanDlicant

AND
1. *Theé Director of Postal . vices,
; Hyderabad Region,

Hyderabad,

&
2, The Senior Surerintend
ot of Post Offices,

Nizamabad, ' «Respondents
'*g:f33@®fﬁbEi FILED BY THE APVLI .- FOR THE COUNYER AFFIDAVIT
G L FILED BY  © RESPONDENTS

e

I, D.Gangaram, S/o Soyewa, aged about 43 years,
§ub-Postmaster, Dichpalli ( wwelesy suspension) in Nizamabad
Postal Division, do hereby Solemnly affimn and state
on oath as follows:

1, That I on the applicawt nﬁ the above QA ang therefore,

well aéquainted with the feeld pof the cage,

25 That I have qne through the counter affidavit

filed by the respondents and Submit as follows:

(a) In reply to para 2 of \W& ¢ounter affiu“vit,-it is
Tespectfully submitted that o3 cfmitted therein, the

., frauds were actually reported bﬁ me and had I been an
:accomplice, I would not have Ye-prted the matter at all,

Erhe‘averment that I mastemnh«ﬂbﬂ the method of fraud is

far fetched and is inconceivalde as I myself reported

the fraud ag admitted by the Xe5pondents, Even in the

Chargesheet issued to me, theve i3 no allegation of

| .BSTSonal cain, but only a fe, “wiances of departmentan



n
-

by

"
3

. complaints.

-allegations, In my case, I had been fully cooperating

o~

L1
a
[N
[ 1]
.-

irregularities, I have not suppressed any facts of

Tn the Department of Posts, complaints are
to be filed giving particulars of the MOs and in the
absence of which a Sub-Postmaster can do nothing with
regard to a complaint., Further the respondents dd not
say in which case, the complaint was supnressed, I was
placed under suspension on 7.5.1993 and as such the
revision was due from 7.8.93. As per OM No.15 (16)}~-E IV/
58 dated 16.2.59, the review of subsistence allowance
has to be done in sufficient time before the exoliry

of the first three months. in my case, admittedly, the
revision was done only 30.8.1993 instead of well before
7.8.1993, It is further submitted that the only point
to be considered in such review is whether the reasons
for prolongation of the suspension can be attributed

to the suspended official and not the gravity of the

with the investigation and there is no allegation that
the investigation was delayed due .to the reasons attri-
butable to me. Therefore, the order not to alter the
subsistence allowance in my favour even after three

months of suspension when the suspension had to be

continued only for the fault of the Respondents is illegal,
The Respondents says that I was chargesheeted on 30.11.93.
I was suspended on 7.5,1993 for contemplated @isciplinary
action and as the chargesheet was not served before
7.11,1993, thé suspension should have been revoked on
7.11.1993 as observed by the Hon'ble CAT, Bombay vide
(1993) 23 ATC 702. The present stage of the enquiry is
irrelavent and the Respondents are answerable as to vhy
I was not chargesheeted before 7,11.1993 and aé to why

my subsistence allowance was not enhanced by 50% vhen




a
-
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the delay is totally attributable to them. Filing
a police case against me is also irrelavent in the

present case, as 1 was not suspended for pending

criminal case.

(b) In reply to para 3 of the counter, it is humbly
submitted that the allegation that I masterminded the
frauds , encouraged the Brach Postmaster etc, is
totally false. In fact it was ¥, who reported the

fraud to tﬁe Senior Superintendent of Post Cffices.

Further the contention of the Respondents that +

utilised the defrauded amount for my personal gain

is premature and hows the closed mind of the Respondents
~as the charge sheet is still pending. Passing an
| order about the subsistence allowance on 30.8.93 is
not the point to be considered but the point is as to
why the review was not made before 7.8.1993 and why

subs istence was not enhanced when the Respondents
themselves were responsible for prblonging the suspension,
Pendency of the criminal case is not relevant as I

was not suspended for pending criminal cases, 1 have
never admitted my direct or indirect involvement in

the fraud case.

(c) That with regard to para 4 of the counter, it
is humbly submitted that the paying official was the
Eranch Posﬁmaster and not myself. The tenor of the
submission in para 4 is suggestive that I was the
offender and I committed the offence in c¢ollusion
with the Branch Postmaster. In alllthe cases, here
frauds were ommitted the Branch Postmaster was the
paying official and I had no means to check his work
as I was a stationery officer expected to be guided

by the Accounts rendered by the Branch Postmaster,
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In all the cases, where frauds are alleged, I had
remitted the cash, the Branch Postmaster acknowledged
it and showed the MOs as paid and the moment I got
doubt akout the conduct of the Sranch Postmaster, 1
reported the matter to the Senior Supdt. pf Post
Offices, Nizamabad as he himself admits. The pendency

ef the charge sheet and stage of inquiry are irrelavent

#ince no charge sheet was issued within &ix months

of suspension and I was not responsible for the delay.

(a) That with regard to pera 5 the case law AIR
1990 SC 1157 cited by the Respondents is too irrela-
vent. I never submitted that the suspension is non-
est after six months but only submitted before the
Hhn'ble Tribunal that continuation of suspension
after six months without issuing charge sheet and
non-enhancement of subsistQQCe al lowance, while the
suspension is continuing beyond 3 months fox the

fault of the respondents is untebable.

1t is humbly submitted that the Respondents
have side tracked the main issue of continuation of
suspension without issuing a charge sheet after 7.11.93
and not enhancement of'subsistence allowance after

7.8.93 and L filed this Humble appldcation before this




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINTSTRATIVE
TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BEN§H<3:

AT HYDERABAD )'!!‘.5‘
! f'-{;‘q

0.A.No. 1318 of 1994 .
Bétween:
D.Gangaran ' . .Applicant

AND
The Director of
Postal Services
and another, . Respondents

;‘. y R i .
Filed for: The applicant

Filed ons: 27.7.95 ’ (
2
Filed by: o E&
oo §% AN

Sanka Ramakrishna Rao, Advocate,
1-1-230/9, AndhraBank Lane,
Chikkadapally, Hyderabad,

?$€é
Tﬂ@&xyxl

(ed
{ﬁq(

COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT
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Eom'ble Tribunal not against the nending enquiry but against the

failuras of the respondents to follow the provisions of the SRE

and the various Courts regarcing re-ulation of the period of
suspen51on and the grevity of the charge against me not being
within the oervzew-of the present application before this Hon'ble

Tribunal, has to be ignored while deciding my present case,

I, therefore, humbly pray that this Hon'ble Tribunal may

”f b@;pl%ased to allow my application with costs and be pleased

R \_;_‘-'- : e O
£ o oagg such other and further order or orders as this lign'ble
. l s’ QRS tY s e ‘L
; Prlbgyal maJ deem fit and prower in the circumstances of the
i i, R 2 \».'

case,

.ii

Sworn and signed on this DEPONENT
the 27th dey of July, 1995

at Hyderabad.

/.
R
BEFORE ME

et

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICENT
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CENTRAL SOATNISTRLTIVE TRIBUNGL HYDER' 34D BENCH 'HYDZR- 350

RGALMA/CLA . ] L
ORIGINAL APALICATTICN NG, \E>V%*?(1 01ld petn.

L % _ CERTIFICHTE.
“'Cartificd;that no further action is required to be taken
and tho gise is fit for consignment to the Record .Room(Decidad )

Dateds
b

Counter Sicnad, o , .
Lourt OFficz>/Sectign DfFfice “ignature of the Oealing Asst,

YLK '
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYBERABAD

0.A.N0,1318/94.

Date of decision: 23==T7==1997,

Between:
. ~

D.Gangaram o e Applicaﬂt

and

1. Director of Postal Services,
Hyderabad_Region, Hydergbad.

2. Senior Superintendent of Post

Offices,
Nizamabad. 7 . .o Respondents.

Counsel for the applicant: Sri S.Ramgkrishna Rao.

. Counsel for the respondents: Sri V.Rajeswara Ra¢ for N.V.Ramana.

CORAM: ,
HONABLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN, Member {(A)
Hon'ble Shri B,S, JAI PARAMESHWAR,Member (J)
JUDGMENT.
(by Hon'’ble shri R, Rangarajan,Member (A).
.
Hegrd Sri S.Ramgkrishna Rao for the applicant
and Sri V.Rajeswyra Rao for Sri V.Ramana for the res~
pondents,

This O.A., 1s filed prpyying for a direction to

the 2nd respondent to revoke the suspension of the applicant

with effect from 7=w5--1993 with all consequential

benefits. ‘/)71/ “/




Today ﬁ Memo No. ST/21=3/20/96 dated 27=11=1996
was produced by the learned counsel for the respondents,
From this order, it is evident that the applicant has been
reinstated i%?serVice after the completion of the
enquiry procedure with cgrtain punishment other than

removal, dismissal or compulsory retiremsnt.

In vidw of the above, no further orders

are® Recessary in this O,A;' Hence this C,.A,, is

r

disposed of as infructuous. No costs,

RRANGARAJAN,
MEMBER (A)

Date: 23-"7"‘—19970

Dictated in open court.

SSS8e.
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Cepy toi
13 The Director of Postal Services, Hyderabad Ragion, Hyderabad,
2. Senior Supdt, of Post Offices, Nizamabad,
3, Ons copy to Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rag, Advocats,CAT,Hyderabads
4, One copy to ﬂr.U \Ra jeswara Rao, Addl.CGSC for MeoNJY  Remana
5. One copy to DJR{A),CAT,Hyderabad.
6+ One duplicate copyd
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Copy to:

1& The Director of Postal Services, Hyderabad Ragion, HydarabadJ '

2. Senior Supdt, of Post Bfficés, Nizamabad,
3¢ One copy to Mr.S.Ramekrishne Rao, Advocats,CAT,Hyderabads
4/ One copy to Mr,V.Rajesusra Rao, Addl.CGSC Por Mr.N.V.Ramanas

S+: One copy to DJR(A),CAT,Hydsrabad.
64 One duplicate copys
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Today a Memo ‘No. 'ST/21-3/20/96 dated 27-11-1996
was produced by the learned counsel for the respondents.
From this order, it is evident that the applicant has been
reinstated f;?service after the completion of the
elquiry procedure with certain punishment other than

removal, dismissyl or compulsory retirement.

*

In viéw of the above, no further orders
. ar® necessary in this 0.A. Hence this 0.A., is

disposed of as infructuous, No costs.'
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYBERABAD
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Date of decision: 23=w7==1997,

Betwveen:

D.Gangsram .o

and

1. Director of Péstal Services,
Hyderabad Region, Hyderabad.

2, Senior Superintendent of Post
Offices,
Nizamabad. ee Respondents.

Counsel for the applicants Sri S.Ramgkrishna Rao.

Counsel for the respondents: Sri V.,Rajeswara Rao for N.V.,Raman s

cogag:
HON&BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN, Member (2)

Hon'ble shri B.S. JAI PARAMESHWAR,Member (J)

JUDGMENT .,
(by Hon'ble shri R. Rangarajan,Member (a).

Heard Sri S.Ramgkrishna Rao for the applicant
and Sri Y.Rajeswara Rao for Sri V.Ramana for the.res-
pondents,
| This O.A., is filed pr_ying for a direction to

the 2nd respondent to revoke the suspension of the applicant

with effect from 7--5--1993 with all consequential

benefits. :ﬂ\//’ ! - ,§>// _‘




