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69/96, Dt, of Decision }

" B.Babu 4
Vs
1. The Union of India, rep.by its
Secretary to Govt., Min, of Posts

& Telecommunicaticns, Few Delhi.

2. The Superintendent of Post “ffices,
Proddatur Division, Proddatur-516 361.

3. The Post Master,
Pulivendala-516 390,

Counsel for the applicant Mr, N.Rama Mohana Rao
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CH

30-00-88,

.Applicant.

L. Respondents.

Counsel for the respondents : Mr,K,Bhaskara Rao,Addl,CGSc.

CORAM =

THE HCN'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN,}

THE HON'BLE SHRI B,S.JAT PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL, !
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ORAL ORDER (PER HON'BLE SHRT ~B/S:JAZ-PARMMESEVAR : MEMBER (JUDL.}

Heard Mr.Siva for Mr.N,Rama Mohana Rac, learned counsel

for the applicant. None for the respondents to-day.
date of hearing the learned counsel for the respondent

submitted his arguement,
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2. The applicant herein was working as Extra Depgrtmental

-

Mail Peon in Pulivendla Head Office, On 5-2-92 the epplicent
had carried the Postal Bag relating to the LCB of Talllapalle
akout 1-10 P,M. It is stated that the =aid bag conta%ned cash
of %.10,640/~, However on opening the bag a shortage [cf B, 4,055/~
was found. The applicant was held responsikle for the said
shortage, Ddring the preliminary enquiry the applicant remitted
the amcunt éveﬁ tefore the issue of the charge sheet against him
fqr his papse, |
3. He was issued with the Charge meme Mo, FF/B, Babu dated
28-05-92 under Rule-8 of P&T E.D.,Agents (C&S) Rules, 1964, The
aprlicant submitted his explanation to the sald charge| memo.
It is stated that the appiicant denied the charges. The
disciplinary authcrity by hié.proceedings dated 25-2-94 removed
the applicant from service,
4. The applicant submitted an appeal dated 19=-4=-9% to the
Superintendent of Post Offices, Proddatur. The appellpte authority
by his proceedings dated 28-9-94 rejected the appeal anhd confirmed
the puﬁishment. X
S. _The applicant has filed this OA to call for th¢ records
in conrection with the order No.FF/EDMP/B.Babu/Pulivenfala HU,
dated 25<41-94 passed by R~2 and the records_connectedlwith thé
order No.BS)B/PVL HQ, dated 2B-9.94 passed by R=2 anéfhuash or
set aside the same as illegal, unsustaiﬁable and érbitréry and
for a consequéntiel direction to the respondents to reinstate
the applicant into service with all attendart benefits)
6, The recpondents have filed their ccunter explatining the
clrcumstances under which the shortagé of cash was fourld in LCB Bag
L

of Tellapalle and also his earlier admission to the seid shortage

. ©of cash, Further, they submit that the applicant himseglf depcsited




the cash on 10-2-92,
that

7. iIn view of the abcve circumstances, they submit

khg_%—ﬁ""k_‘_ﬁéﬁgff‘ifinzftfiiifif,to interfere the impugned crders.
| ” | — T T T ——=anlicans during;t_]_-le

course of his argumenty submitted that he was persuaded| to

-

accept the respcnsibility and that the amount remitted on
10-2-92 was nct actually paid by him. On 5-2-92 he wds
entrusted with a sealed bag and that there was no evidence

that the applicant had temperred with the LCB bag during the

[{4)

transit. The learned counsel further submits that th
applicant cafrieé the bag as directed and he was not Jat all

Yo
responsible for shortage, However shortage noticed aﬁg remitted

by one of his relative and that he denied the chafgea.

e. To-day bhe has submitted a copy of the explanadticon dated
25-2-94 submitted after cenclusion bf the engulry.
10, The applicant denies his responsibility for [the shortage
cf the cash, It is stated by the learned counsel fdr the applican
that the amount was remitted to the department by hile relative.
11. Actually, there was no.pecuniary loss caused to the
department, Even accepting forrfhe moménf that he &asﬁany way-
responsjble’ggjthe shortage cf the cash in the LCB bf Tal&apalle,
we feel that the penalty of remoﬁal imposed by the [respondent
autheority is somewhat harsh, |
12. CoﬁsidEring'the fact that the applicant wa% only s ED
M31l Peon and also the fact that the department had ncot incurred
any los%’we feel the authcrities should have concildered the case

tainted with mercy,
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13, In this view of the matter we feel that the appellate

authority®s order requires reconsideraticn, particularly as

recards the quantum of punishment. Hence, the earliern order

A

passed by him is hereby suspended till such time,fresl order

is passed. The appellate authority shall reconsider the

appeal taking into consideration the observations madeg above.

receipt of a copy of this créer.

15. The OA is ordered acccrdingly.. Nc opder as te
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- (B.S<IAT PARAMESHWAR) (R. RANGARAJAN)

MEMBER{JUDL.) MEMBER ( ADMN

gent —

Dated : The 30th_Sept._ 199&.

-

Tpictated in the Cpen Court)
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14, Time for compliance is three months from the date of

p costs,
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Secratary to Gevt;. Min, of Posts; &.Telacemmunicatiaas,

AN

ﬂyd;
Hyde

04, 465/96
Capy to:-
1%’1The
New Delhi, ‘
2, The superintendent of Post 0ffices, Proddatur Divi%ien;
3. Thes Pest Mastsr, Pulivandala: 510350
4, Ona copy to Mr. N.Rama Mohan Rae, Advecate, “AT.,
50 One copy ta Mr, K.Bhaskara Rao, Addl.CGSC.y CAT.,
6. One cepy to BBSIP M(J), CAT., Hyd.
7« One copy to DYRV(A), CAT., Hyd.
g tne duplicate copye. .
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LI THE CEMTTAL ADMINIST "TIVE TRIZUN-L
HYOERABAD CENCH HYDERABAD

THE HIN'3LE SHRI R,A4GAIAJAN M)

AND

THE H3N'3LZ SHRI 3,5.341 PARAMESHUAR «
' M{3)
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