-k

IN THE CENTRAL ADIINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,HYDEIRABAD DENCH
| AT HYDERABAD.

0.A.No. 691 of 1987,

L T T VI —

Date: 16--£-41997,
Between:

Syed Jamaluddin, e Applicant.

and

1. The Diractor of Postal S rvices,
Hyderabad Region, Hyderabad.

2. The Superintendént of Post Offices,
Peddapally Division, Peddapally,
Karimnagar District. . Respondents.

Counsel Yor the applicant: Sri K.Vasudeva Re dy.

Couns:l for the respondents:Sri K.Bhaskara Rao.
CORAIM:
HOH'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER {a)

HON*BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR,MEMBER (.J)

JUDGMENT .,
(per Hon'ble Shri B,S. Jair-Paragieshwar,Menber (J)
Heard SFfi K.Vasudeva Ré&ddy, learned councel
for the avwplicant and Sri K.Bhaskara Rao, lea.rned

counsel for the respondents.

The ap?licant while rorking as Postal Assistant
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at Huzuragbad Post Officet/%g,was suspended from “uty

and thereafter a Charge-sheet dated 27-wi-m1994 was

s@rved on him. In pursuance of the said charge-sheet,

Sri G.Mallaiah, A.S.p,, Hanumkonda was appointed as e
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Enguiry Officer. It is submit:ed thas the applicant
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made a representation dated 24--8--1994 requesting the
respondents to allow him to utilise the services of one

Sri V.K Naidu; but his requecst was not considered and the

Services of Sri V.K.Naidu were rejected by the proceedings

dated 6-~10--1994, It is submitted that the applicant
made another representation dated 15--10--1994 requesting
to nominate Sri B.N.Singh as .his defence assistant, The
enquiry was posted to 31--10--1994. But on that day

Sri B.¥.Singh did not turn up and the applicant sought

' for an adjournment. The Enquiry Officer directed the

applicant to produce the conéent letter of Sri B.1d.Singh,

The avplicant states that as per sub-rule 23 of Rule 14 no

such consent letter was required to be submitted and this
fact he submitted to the Enquiry Officer. Thereafter, the
services of Sri ﬁ.N.Singh were also rejected by Pros.,
dated 24--11--1994. The applicant states that even for_

four times he had requested the respondents to allow him to
‘o Cand ook <
utilise the services of ,defence assistantzzhis request

was rejécted. How€ver, it is submitted that one

Mr. Yugandher. who was an employee of Postal Dzpavytment
Working in Ped-apally Division was anpointed as defence
Agssistant. It is stated that the Enquirf Officer was biased

against him. On 26-~10--1995/9--1--1996 the Enquiry
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Officer submitted his report. It is submitted that the

Enquiry Officer failed to consider his representation

N P G m o W ’ . ' |
Cated 7--2--19%96, Thé Disciplinary Authority consmderlng ‘

the report of the Inguiry Officer and his explanation passed
the order dated 29--2--1996 impsesing on him the penalty

of femoval from service, Against the said order of

punishment, the applicant submitted an app-al to the
respondents on 24--9--1996., . It 1% =uomitt=d that the

Appellat= Authority had not taken any action and therefore,

he SUbLittaJ another revresentation dated 16--11--1996,

-

1N
The anpellate Authority Bz=s vet to dispcse of that appeal.
e
The applicant has filed this 0.A., challenging
|

the order dated 29-«2--1996 passed by the Suverintendent of

Post Offic-s, the respondent Xo.2. The avplicant pray

3
to call for the records pDortaining to the impugnad Pros.,
s
andlsought “or a dir=sction to the respondents to guash the
impugned Pros., and direct them to reinstate him into service
with all consequential benefits.
The applicant préeferred an appeal datzd 24=5-19596

b the respond nt o,.l (Page 28 of the 0.3A.,) and that avpeal

still pending &isposal. In his aspeal, the applicant
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has krought out all the points against the imdugned

order dated 29--2--1%96.

Hence, we feel it proper to direct the
lst respondent to Jdispose of the appeal preferred by

the applicant in accordance with law taking due note of the

contentions raised by the applicant in this O.A. also.

In the resull the 0.A., is disposed of with a
N

direction to the 18t respondent as shove. Time £for

compliancc two months £rom the date of receipt of a copy

of this order by the respondents. No order as to costs.,

R.RANGARAJA:!,
MEMBIR (M)

B8 JAL-BATAGESHUIAR
MEMBER (J)
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Date; 16--6~-1997

Ss8s.

C.C. By Friday
(B.O)

r
i
Dictated in open Court. l%q ,JQ’?Lm,
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Copy toi=- |
1,  The Director of Postal services, Hyderabad Region, Hyd.
2, | The Suprintendent of Post offices, Peddapally Division.

_ Peddapally, Karimnagar Dist.
3. One copy to Sri, K.vasudeva Reddy, advocate. CAT, Hyd.
4,  One copy td sri. K.Bhaskara Rao, Addl. Ccsc, CAT, Hyd.
&. | One copy to Hon'ble Mr. B.S.Jal Parameswar, JM, CAT, Hyd.
6. | One copy to Deputy Registrar(a), CAT, Hyd.
7. | One spare CODPYe. R
Rem/=




A

_ - St m

P gy o CHECKED™®Y .-
USRI g - AOPROVED, dY ' '

e LENTL .m ‘STPQTE‘UE TRIBUNAL ik
CULIRARAMD -

S alTBLE 331 RLRANGARAJAN: M(A)

afi

THE HON7BLE ©HRI 8.5, :JAI pARAMESHUAR v

f;, : (:1)

 DATED — _f @ ’CPD

' \—/ | l.‘. e
ORDERY JUDGE Mz NT ] 57






