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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH'
. © AT HYDERABAD,

0.A,NO. 389/94 - . DATE OF JUDGMENT: 18.8.1995
BETWEEN- - :J”fjj“"“”- )

p. Duryodhana . ‘ - .. Applicant

énd

1.Asst.Supdt. of Postoffices
Tekkali Sub Division S T
Tekkali, Srikakulam Distt. .

) 2.5r.Supck, of Pontoffices
’ " Srikakulam Divisicn .
at Srikakulam - - ++ Respondnts

QQUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: SHRI S.Tulsidas

/

COUNSEL FOR THE RESFONTENTS: SHRI  N.R.Devraj
Sr . /A3d1 .CGSC

CORAM: .

HON'BLE SHRI UUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAQ, VICE CHATRMAN
HCN'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MFMDCER (ADMN,) -

o CdNTD...--QJ
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0.A.No.389/94 : Dt.of order:18.8.1%
) Y
ORDER

As per Hon'ble Shri Justice V.Neeladri Rao, Vice-Chsirman

95

Heard Shri S$.Tulasi Dss, counsel for the applicant

and Shri N.R.Devraj, Standing Counsel for the respondents,

2. The applicant, who was working as ER Extra Departmental

Mail CarierfEDMC for short) at Sekharapuram Branch Offi
in Srikakulam District was placed under 'put off' duty
on 19,12,1989 pending disciplinary enquiry. After the
inquiry, the applicant waé removed from service by orde
dated 28.9.1991. His appeal thereon, was rejected. Th
same was challenged in‘OA 1078/92 on the file of this B

Having accepted the contention for the applicant, that

disciplinary authority x&% had no powers to differ from

the findings of the Enquiry Officer which were favourabl

ce

r

e

ench.

the

[{)

to the applicant, without giving opportunity to the delinquent

employee, the order of removal dated 28.9.1991 was set

as;dg/

and the disciplinary authority was permitted to continue the

inquiry after giving notice to the applicant to explain |as to

why the disciplinary éuthority should not differ from the

findings of the inquiry officer whichvgre favcurable to [the

applicant. After receipt of the order dated 6.9.93 in

OA 1078/92, R1, the Disciplinary authority issued memo

dated 5.10.1993, placing the applicant under ‘putoff' duty

pending continuation of the inquiry. The same is assai

in this 0Qa.

3. In para 5 of the Judgement dated 6.9.93, in OA 107
it is stated that the order of dismissal from service,

also the order cf the appellate authority rejecting the

1ed

8/92,

5.8

appeal of the arplicant are set aside. It is further sktated

if
that/the disciplinary authority " wants to take into acc
of the Enquiry Officer

ount

the flndlngséln respect of remaining 7 money orders/whiLh are

favourakle to the appllcant} Ehe"necessary notice has t

given. There is no specific dlrectlon to the responde

c be

nts
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To

i,

3.

=de

The Asst.Superintendent of Post Offices.
Tekkali Sub Divisien,
Tekkali, Srikakulam Dist.

The Senier Superintendent of Post Offices,
Srikakulam Division, at Srikakulam.

One copy to Mr.S.Tulsidas, Advocate, Advocates' Associatlon,
High 'Ceurt of A.P.Hyderabad,

COne copy to Mr., N.R,Devraj, Sr.,GSC.CAT.Hyd,
One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.
One spare copy.
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to reinstate the applicent .pending ¢ontinuation of the inguiry.

Henca, before 1qu1ng any oraer of re—lnstetement the
/

apleCHPt was placed uno&r ‘putoff! stgEﬁgzﬁle dégz_ed;\)

a4

~ to contlnue with the 1nquiry taking into c\n51deratlonffhe
3 g

P t.\, ,,.m\(u—ci,o.aé S
+ the remalning 7 mOney orders for whlch the findings Lo

k]

the inquiry offlcer wasein favour of the applicant.

4, When Rule 9 of Extra Departmental Delivery Acents

Conduct & Service Rules, empowersg thg Disciplinary éuthority
to plécé RE & Extra Departmental Deli#ery‘Agent unde' ‘putoff!?
duty pénding_éiﬁciplinary proceedihgs, it is open to|the
- said autherity to place the EDA uﬁder ruteff duty even

after the order of removai is set aside and the disciplinary
authority is permitted to continue the inquiry. Hence, we

do not_find any groundp to interfere with the impugned

order. - As such, this OA does rot merit consideratioh.

‘

5. Accerdingly, the OA is® dismissed. a

6. The applicart is free to ‘make a representstion

Tl

<i;—-—? Clalm&xgézj::::::::jz-salcry or a portion of&l

o
salary in accordance with theApex Court order in CC 457/90

dated 10.7.95. in the case of Secretary, Min. of Communicatio

Vs Guncu ‘Achdry.

7.  No costs.47 \\‘\\\\\‘;ﬁ
M | ; Xedsw .

(R.RANGARAJAN) (V. NEELADRI R&0)
Member (Admn) Vice-Chairman
. ‘Q-‘q._,
Dated:The 18th August, 1995 %hw

Dictated in the Open Court
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COMPARED . BY * APPROVED BY

IN THE CENTRAL 2DMINISYRATIVE TRIBUNAL
 HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD.

A
THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAQ
VICE CHAIRMAN.

ANID /

. THE HON'BLE MR . R JRANGARAJT AN.s- M{ AD M)

DATED '-_--X_gﬂ_g. 1695,

M.Ad/R.AL/C.ALNO,

&

OA.No., RN R q,(.( |

’

TANo. S (W.P. _ }

Admitted and Interim directions
jissuded,

Dismissed.
Dismipsed as withdrawn Ty
‘Dismissed for default - o X

Ordgred /Rejected.

N#,order as to costs.
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