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ORDER 

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

Heard Shri S.Tulasi Das, counsel for the applicant 

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

The applicant, who was working as kR Extra Departmedtal 

Mail CaiertEDMC for short) at Sekharapuram Branch Office 

in Srikakulam District was placed under 'put off' duty 

on 19.12.1989 pending disciplinary enquiry. After the 

inquiry, the applicant was removed from service by ordef 

dated 28.9.1991. His appeal thereon, was rejected. The 

same was challenged in OA 1078/92 on the file of this Bench. 

Having accepted the contention for the applicant, that the 

disciplinary authority xn had no power to differ from 

the findings of the2nquiry Officer which were f'avourabl 

to the applicant, without giving opportunity to the deliquent 

employee, the order of removal dated 28.9.1991 was set Lside, 

and the disciplinary authority was permitted to continue the 

inquiry after giving notice to the applicant to explain as to 

s.hy the disciplinary authority should not differ from the 

findings of the inquiry officer whichv4ere favourable to the 

applicant. After receipt of the order dated 6.9.93 in 

OA 1078/92, Ri, the DiscipUnary authority issued memo 

dated 5.10.1993, placing the applicant under 'putoff' d ty 

pending continuation of the inquiry. The same is assai 4ed 

in this OA. 

In para 5 of the Judgement dated 6.9.93, in OA 1078/92, 

it is stated that the order of dismissal from service, 

also the order of the appellate authority rejecting the 

appeal of the applicant are set aside. It is further sitated 
if 

thatLthe disciplinary authority wants to take into account 
of the nquiry Officer 

the findings/in respect of remaining 7 money order(yhih are 

favourable to the applicant tMr necessary notice has to be 

given. There is no specific direction to the respondent 

I 

U 



-4- 	 - 

To 

1. The Asst.$uperintendent of Post Offices, 
Tekkajlj Sub thvision, 
Tekkali, Srjkakularn Disto 

3. The Senior Superintennt of Post OfEices, 
Srikakulam Divi,sion, at Srlkakulam. 	

1- 

One copy to Mr.S.Tulsjdas, Advocate,Advocates' Association, 
High Court of A.P.Hythrabad. 

One copy to Mr. N.R.tEvraj, Sr.CGSC.CAT.Hyd, 
One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. 
One spare copy. 
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to reinstate the app]4cant.pendinci continuation of the  

Hence, before issuing any order of re-instatement, thE 

applicart was placed pric5g.r 'putoff' 	wiien_"a 

'-7-~ Z to continue with the .inquiry, taking into considerati 

the remaining 7 money Orders" for which the findings o 

the inquiry officer we.sein favour of the applicant. 

inquiry. 

When Rule 9 of Extra Departmental Delivery 

Conduct & Service Rples, empower the Disciplinary authority 

to place ol Extra Departmental Delivery Agent unde 'putoff' 

duty pending disciplinary proceedings, it is open to the 

said authority to place the EDA under putoff duty ev4n 

after the order of removal is set aside and the discIplinary 

authority is permitted to continue the inquiry. Hene, we 

do not find any ground to interfere with the 
3 

order. As such, this OA does not merit cons! 

Accordingly, the OA is dismissed. 	 to 
a 

The applicant is free to 9make a representation to 

j claim 	 9 salary or a portion of,T 

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

dated 10.7.95. in the case of Secretary, PUn, of CorTjmunicat 

Vs Gundu 1Achry. 
3 

No costs.// 

(R.RANGARAJAN) (v. NEELADRI ILO) 
Member(Admn) Vice_Chairmanj 

Dated:The 18th August, 1995 & 
Dictated in the Open Court 
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COMPED -BY 	APOVED BY 

IN THE CENTRAL ;DMINISATIVE TRIBUNAL 
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERZ½B AD. 

THE HON'BIE JvR.JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAO 

VICE CHA.MAN 

A N D 

- THE HON'BLE MR,R.RANGAR!JANj(M(NJMN) 
/ 

0RDE7t401JDG€NT; 

M,A./R.A./C.ZLNO. 

in 
OA.No. 	 i 

TA.No. 	 (W.P. 	 ) 

Admiltted and Interim directions 
issed. 

All -d. 

Dispsed of with directions. 

Dismissed. • 

• 	• 	 Disrnj,ssed as withdrawn 

- Disr4ssed for default 	
• 

Ordc/red/Reiected. 

Nb,order as to costs. 
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