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IN THE CENTRAL. ADMIBISTRATIVE TRI%UNAL : HYDERABADL BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

* k¥
C.2.1086/95. ! Dt.of Decisign : 17-06=28._
|
A. @Xminarayana i -
. . ]
Vs f .

1. The Tirector of Postal Servicek,

Hyderahesd Region, Hyderabad-1.

2; The Supdt. of Pest GCifices,

Kafimpagar Division, Karimnagairr. .+ Respondents.
Ceunsel for the applicant : Mr.8.Lzkshma Reddy
Councgel for the respondents : Mr.N.V.Raghava Reddy,Ad3d1.CGSC.

CORAM:—

THE HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARABJAN |:E MEMBER (ADMN.)

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S5,JAT FARAMESRWAR : MEMBER (JUDL;)
:]C/’/’ '



ORAL CRDER (FFR HCK'ELE SHRI 3.S5.5AI FARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL.)

Heard Mr.S.Kakshma Reddy, learned counsel for the
applicant and Mr.w.satyanarayana{for Mr.¥,V.Raghava Reddy,
learned counsel for the respondeﬁts.
2. During the year 1992 té 1994 the applicant was working
a8 Sub-Post Master, Thotapally. %During the said term, the applican
appears to have committed certai% financisl irregularities and
loss to the department to the extent of Rs.27,362,.65/~. 'Hence,
a major renalty charge memo was served on the applicant. The
applicant admitted the charges lgvelled against him. However,
an enguiry was conducted in-to t%e charges. Cn Q-S-QQ,the
enquiry officer submitted his r%port. 2 ceopy of the enquiry
repert 1s at Apnexure-IV page-lﬁ to 21 of the CA., The disciplinar
suthority after considering the!findingé recorded by the enguiry
officer and also the explanetioﬁ cffered by the aprlicant against
the report of the enquirvy officér agreed with the findings
recorded by the enguiry officergand imposed the penalty of
reduction of pay of the applicapt from 1270/- tc 1675/~ ir the
time scale of pav of %.97“~1660}- for a reriod of 5 years w.e.f.,
20-10-94 with the further éirec;icn that the applicant would not
zarn increment of vpay Aduring th% ceriod of reducticn and that on
the expiry of the s8id period t%e reductior would have the effect
df pestponing his future inCr@m%nt of pav. |

3. Against the said puniFhment order, the applicant dig
:

not vrefer anv appeal. |
!
4, The appellate authority is the Director of Fostal

i
Services.
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Se The appellate authority after geing through the
enquiry records in exegcise of hils power under rule 29 (1) (V)

*

of the CCS (CCA) Rules issued show cause neotice to the applicamt
aé'to ®why the punishment imposed:by the disciplinary authority
should nof be enhanced. A copy of the noticé dated 30-03-95% 1=
at Fage~13 of the OA.

6. The applicant submitted his explanation to the show
cause notice. The Director of Postal Services after considering
the representation of the applicant, by his proceedings No.ST/21-
7/2/95 dt. 19/26-7-95 enhanced the punishment to that of remcval
from service,

7. 'ﬁ%e applicant has fi}ed this CA to call for thé records

cf the'appellate atthority and to set aside the same.-

8,\ " The respondents have filed the counter explaining the

ciréumsfances under which the apﬁ%llate autHority thought it fit

."to revise the punishment imposed on the applircnf. They éubmit
that the punichment imposed by the dj°c1plinary authority was
,inadpquate hav;ng regard te the loss of %&.27,362-65/- caused to

the departmeht.

9,--" 'Whern the appellate cuthority enhanced the punlshment
Lhcn'ube appellate authorlfy beccme= the disciplinary autho*ifv.

Hence the apolicant kas got an alternative remedy of approaching

l

the appellate authority PGPln st ? oréer of the Director of

Postal aerV1Le< who had become the dlqc1plinary authority. Though

in'the CA it is not stated that the applicant has filed an appeal

‘against the' orders of the Director of Postal Services, it is seen

From para-6 of the reply that the:applicant had, in fact,
submitted an aprcal Cated 16-8-95 and it is also stated that the
spreal was rejected by the c0mpetent au*horjty on 1-3-96, But
the reply does not indicate to whom the apppal was submitted and

the neQionaflon of Lhe approprlate competent suthority. Hénce,

JQ__,--‘
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we are not sure whether he has su&mitted the appeal tc the
competent authority which was rejgcted or 1=3.96,
10. In view of the above, i| is preferable ncw fof ther
applicant to file an appeal to th% competent appedlate authofity

: r
if he has neot slready submitted a% apreal. If he has already
submitted zn appezal then he haé ah opportunity for filing petition
to the revising authocrity. The erisioﬁ authority mzy ke the
CPMG or the VMember Incharge of Staff. <the applicant is é& literty
to file either apveal or revisicn petition as it is sprrepriate

to the concerned zuthority,

1, If such an appeal or revisicon petition iz received

that appropriate authority shall ﬁispose of - the same sympathetically

L

The reason for our ohservaticn to concider the arpeal/revision of

tihe applicant “sympathetically“_i? due to the fact that the.
applicant submits that he had'unbiemished fervice g0 far and the
charges levelled against him for éhe reascns stated in the charges
was the first of its kind and that he had already reimbursed the

meney which was lost. He also submits that he hae a large family

“to maintain and that the removal from service is a severe

punishment.

12. It is not for the Court |or Tribunal to give any directicn

for reducing the punishment. However, the competent autherity is

at liberty to view the charges syﬂpatheticallv and pass appropriate
i

order., It is irn this back ground we suggest to consider his

appeal/revision vetition sympatheticallv.,

j&/’



13, In the result, the folllowing direction is given:-

The applicant if so adwised is at liberty to file
i
an appeal/revision petition to thle appropriate suthority
within 3 weeks from the date of receipt of a copy of the

judcement. If such an appeal is received within the said

stipulated pericd the same should be Zisposed of by thgt

authority in accordsnce with law sSympathetically within a
F

period of 4 months from the date |of receipt of that appeal

. |
without guing into the guestion of limitation, if any,

le, The CA is ordered accorﬁinqu. No costs.
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(B.u. (R. RANGARAJAN)

MEMBER ( ADMN, )

_ 3 |
/ ( / %V:,‘" )
ated Thel7th Junw, 19 i

—————— = %' <1\1:5 0 vt
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é! {Dictated in the CpenCourt)
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The

di:actor.afrpéaial Services, Hyderabad_ﬁagiun, Hyderabadﬁ
Supdt& of Post ﬂFPich; Ka:iﬁnagar Diuision,‘ﬂarimnagarl
copy to Mr?-S%Lakshma Reddy, Advocate, CAT., Hyd} .

copy to Mri NiViRaghava Reddy, Add1iCGSC., CAT:, Hyd:

‘copy ta 8SIP M(3), CAT., Hyd?

dUPlicate CGDYT
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