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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH:

AT HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1478-ef 1996

DATE-OF -ORDER: - 24th - December, -1996

BETWEEN:

M.K.SUNKAPPA .. APPLICANT

E AND
1. The Superihtendent of Post Offices,
Guntakal Postal Divisien, Guntakal,

2. The Director of Postal Services,
Kurncol Region, Kurnool,

3. The Post Master General,
Kurnocol Region, Kurncol,

4. The Member (P), Postal services Board,’

Dak Sadan, New Delhi. .. Respondents

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: SHRI S.RAMAKRISHNA RAO
COUNSEL FCR THE RESPONDENTS: SRI NV RAGHAVAREDDY,Ad

CORAM:
HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE M.G.CHAUDHARI, VICE CHAIRMAN

HON'BLE SHRI H,RAJENDRA PRASAD, ADMVE. MEMBER

JUDGEMENT

ORAL ORDER (PER HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE M.G.CHAUDH
VICE CHAIRMAN)
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He participated at the inquiry. The Inquiry Offic

the charge proved by evidence except that there
evidence to prove specifically about making the d
through a particular person and to that extent o

that benefit of doubt was extended to the

app
However, in view of his finding that the charge was
to the remaining extent on the basis of the eviden

Disciplinary Authority i.e, Superintendent of Post O

. . L
Guntakal Division, Guntakal imposed pénalty -of debar
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applicant from appearing for any departmental exami
for a period of three years expressing hope that

not commit such mistakes in future, by order dated 2

The applicant did not appeal against that o

4, The Director of Poétal Services, however,

suo motu notice to the applicant proposing to enha

punishment. Notice was issued in exercise of power

Rule 16 of the P&T ED Agents (C&S) Rules,

submitted his reply/representation in answer to t]

notice. After examining the record of the case, e
on pecord and the represenfation of the applicant i
to the notice, the Director.of PostalVServices agre
the findings of the Disciplinary Authority that th
of . the applicant was established by evidence but, t
view that the the punishment imposed was n&t adequ
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ot

e held
was no
eposits
bserved
licént.
proved
re, the

ffices,

?hg the‘
nationes

he will

9.6.95.
rdef.
issued

nce the

s under

Applicant

he said
vidence
n reply
ed with
e guilt
ook the
ate and

offence




and afln

aforesaid order to the Post Master General, Kurpool
However, the said appeal has been dismissea Fy t
authority by order dated 16.8.96 holding thatihe

find any reason to interfere with the order of &he L

of Postal Services.

6. Thus so far as the finding of guilt i% con
all the autharities are uniformly agreed. It 'is o
guestion of quaﬁtum of punishment that has begn ag
Shri S.Ramakrishna Rao, learned coﬁnsel for the ap
submitted that having régard to the minor na#ure

misconduct proved, the penalty of removal from

\observing that the dishonest act of the Government |[servant
“had tarnished the fair image of the Department and
continuation of such official in the Departﬁeht is not
desirable, and enhanca{?%unishment to that of dismissal
ffom service with immediate effect. That ordef‘was‘passed
on 5.1.96.
5. | Applicant preferred an appeal against the
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imposed by the Director of Postal Services is arbitrary,

illegal and highly disproportion and needgto be quas
7. It is well established that the Tribunal
This is not a case\of no ev
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Authorities have looked at‘the evidence in a particu
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be drawn reasonably,As said earlier. /It is not open

.

to us

o ) :
to reappreciate evidence. Even, therefore, assuming that

it being a case involvzm enhancement of punishment a

applicant is entitled to attack correctness of the fi

of the fact, we do not at all see any ground on wh
-
can impeach findings. Thisz 1s also not a case
1

against the order of enhancement of punishment
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had filed an appeal against the order of Director of
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Services to the Post Master General who has recorded his

own reasons to come to the conclusion that the order

of the

Director of ©Postal Services did not «call for any

interference. No grievance that principles of natural
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justice have’\been complied with can be (made by the

applicant in these circumstances.

8. Coming to the gquestion of quantum of punishment,
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we already mentioned thé reasons given bi the Director of

N

Postal Services for the same. The Post Master Generall also

has not disagreed with thage¢reasons. We do not find that

the said reason given can be seriously faulted as once the

guilt of the applicant was held proved to whatever jxtent
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Department, it is not possible for us to hold that the
y the

T

%@é-of

the punishment is ordinarily not open to be interefered

—

reasoning 1is perverse or calls for interference
Tribunal. It is well established that the proportio

with by the Tribunal. Having regard- to the af resaid

reasons, we do not find any prima facie case disclojsed and

consequently reject the OA summarily.

& J../(u
ﬁﬁ'l'iSAD)
»¢{VE MEMBER
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DATED: 24th-Pecember,-1996
Dictated in the open Court
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To ' . .f‘;.
1. The Superintendent of Post Offices,
Guntakal Postal Division, Guntakll. ‘

« The Di:ecto:: of Postal services,
: Kumool Region, Kurnool. L

3, The Postmaster General, ﬂ
kurnool Region, Kurnool, 'f
4., The Member(P) Postal services Board,
Dak Sadan, New Delhi. . +
5., One copy to Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rao, Advocate. CAT Hyd.
. [~ I
. 6. One copy to Mr.N. V.Raghavaredcﬁy, Add1 OGSC. CA‘I' Hyd |
7. One copy to Library, CA‘I‘.Hyd.‘ _ If
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IN THe CEWTRAL ADRINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYLEKABAL .BENCH AT BYLERABAD

——— - "

- \ ' ' . /——’
THE HON'BLE MR,JUSTICE M.G.CHAULCHART
: VICE~CHAIRMAN
. AND .
/
THE HON'BLE MR.H.RAJENDRZA PRASAD
MEMBER( ADMN )

. Dateds LQ\-— ‘L;lggé ‘ N

O&DERFS(> KUDGHMENT
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