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IN THE CENTRAL'ADMINISIRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No.703/94 %

BETWEEN:

V.Vasu Vudayar
AND
Upion of India - Rep. by

1. Director General,
Dept. of Posts, New Delhi-1,

2. Postmaster General,
A.P.Southern Region,
Kurnool-=518 005,

3. Superintendent, RMS,
'TP' Division, Tirupati.

Counsel for the Applicant

¥ounsel for the Respondents

CORAM;
HON®BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN :
HON'EBLE

JUDGEM

XOral order as per Hon'ble Shri

Heard Mr.D.Subrahmanyam,

SHRI B.S. JAI PARAMESHWAR :

Date of Order:; 31.3.97

.+ Applicant,

+ . Respondents,

-+ Mr.D,Subrahmanyam

.. Mr.K.Bhaskara Rao

MIMBER (ADMN,)

MEMBER (JUDL.)

ERT

B.S.Jai Paramcehwar, M(JI) X

learned counsel for the

applicant and Mr.K.Bhaskara Rao, learned standing counsel

for the respondents,

2. Beﬁween August 1982 and September 1993 the applicant was

working as Office Assistant and

Sri K.V.Janakiraman was working
The ,
TP Division./ RMS, TP Division,

his official superior one
-as Superintendent R,M.S.,

Tirupati announced recruitment

for the postgof Sorting Assistants for the.second-half of the

year 1982 in RMS, TP Division.

In the said recruitment




L

) f;\:‘—d
R S i 1
Agaiﬁst these orders the applicant has filed this 0A.
:8.7 The counter has been filed stating that the applicant L

committed certain irregularities in the process of recruitment
of Sorting Assistants that the applicant during the enquiry
stated that he carried out the oral instructions given by his

Affirial sunerior namelv Sri K.V.Janakiraman that it was obligatory
on the part of the superior official to get the orders within

the reasconable time that in the present case the applicant had
not got confirmed the alleged 6ra1 instructions by his official
superior, The applicant himself withdrew the appeal., Thereafter
it was decided to review the proposed punishment and a notice

was issued and that thus the orders passed by the authorities

~*

are in ocrder.

g. The learnsd counsel for the aspplicant submitted that his
case 1is not one of misconduct. Though he submitted at the tine
of enquiry and later also his request to call for SriJanakiramgn
as a witness it was turned down under the pretext that Sti Janaki-
raman was notléuoted as a defence witness by the applicant.

The applicant further submits that even the enquiry officer

had not held him responsible for the lapses and it was termed

as a minor technical irregularity. Similar charges were also
issued against Sri K.V.Janakiraman. In that case it is stated
that Sri Janakiraman was not punished and leg?ut as 1t was
considered to be only a minor procedural irregularity. As the
case of thé applicant was also similar to that of Sri Janagiraman
the éiew taken in the case of Sri\danakiraman should be applied
to ﬂlg?casé. In that the alleged lapses should be treated as
minor procedural irregularity and on that basis he should not

be punished and should be treated as was done in the case of

Sri K.v.Janakiraman. All the contentions except the punishment

~b
meted ouﬁigri Janakiraman have been raised in his appeal to the

(Y LTy U f.\F DAactnl CSavivdrae st wmll ac kA bhe Mambar fhavrcmamen 1)
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the reduction will not have the effect of
postponing of his future increments of pay".
_ ]
5. Against the said punishment order the applicant preferred
an appeal dt. 11.3,91. However by his letter dt. 22.4.91 he

said
withdrew the/appeal.

6. The Director of Postal Services in exercise of his
the
¢S
powers under Rule 29 of/CC.(CCA) Rules propesed to review
on ht

the punishment inflicted/the applicant. On 13.6.91 the Director
of Postal Services served a notice on the applicant to enhance
the punishment to that of compulsory retirement. We noticei_

that it is at Annexure-9. The applicant submitted a represen=-
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of Postal Services by his order dt. 2.1.92 imposed the punishvent

which reads as under:-

"Though the enhancement of the punishment to that

of compulsory retirement proposed in this office
memo. of even No. dated 13,6.91 would be commen-
surate, I Sri Mohd, Afzal Ali, taking his long
service into account, take a lenient view and

order that the said Sri V.Vasu Udayar be reduced )
to the lower grade of T/5 Sorting Assistant in E
the scale of pay of Rs.975-25-1150-EB-30-1660

until he is found fit after a period of three

years from the date of khis order to be%estored

to the higher post of LSG Sorting Assistant".

7. Against the said order of punishment the applicant

submitted a review petition to the Member(Personnel)Po;tal
Services. The Member by his order dt, 21.6.93 reduced the
punishment to 2 years. The order of punishment passed by

the Member reads as under:-

“In view of the foregoing and having regard to all

the facts and circumstances of the case, while I
uphold the punishment of the official's reduction

to the lower grade of Stg. Asstt. in the Time scale

of pay of #.975-1660, but reduce the period of
reduction from three years to two years, with the
further direction that on restoration of the official
to the grade of LSG Stg.Asstt. the period of reduction
will not operate to postpone future increments of

pay of the official®.

©anis

E&rﬁ

e e ettt e i [ ———

s

CBLE

B




B

<
.'.: "" St
ee 6 .. |
: (c) If such a representation is received by the Member
9 .
(Personnel) P&T BOard the same shall be disposed of within 4
months from the date of receipt of the appeal.
(d) The Member (Personnel) shall decide the appeal
without going to noihﬁ of 1dimisnbian -
14, With the abdve directiong the OA 1s disposed of,
No costs,
*
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