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IN THE CENTRAL ﬁDMIHISTRﬁTivE TRIBUNAL ¢ HYDERABAD BENCH&

AT: HYDERARAD. b £33,

0.6, NO: 125\ et } e,
5&*“'“”’&' : :
RETWEEN /2 L0 |8/t
QISR I Posr=(11)
= ) .
B, Lakshmana Rao (G4  RECEIVER %; AFFL ICANT |
a W b
. treeer POSTAL
Sr. Superintendent of Fost OFTig
Secunderabad.and others. RESPONDENTS
3:‘/
CHERONOLOGICAL STATEMENT OF EVENTS
-+ :
S1.No: Date: E Vv ok NOT 8
1. 1768 The applicant was appointed as a Fostal Assth
in Srikakulam Division and wag transferred to
Nizamabad Division instead of Hyderabad whigh

- ' is applicant’'s cholce.

. 2. 1975 The applicant was transferred to Hyderabad ¢lity
and was posted at Tandur as Signaller and
discharing his dutiss satisfactorily and again
got transfer to Medchal as 8eM, Medchal and
further he was transfervred to Bhatkesar and
again he was transferred to Sec 'bad HO.

d. 19.12.96 The applicant was issued with chargs memo o
not accounting for the depost of two differant
amounts. o
' |
T 18:7.68 The applicant has been dismissed from servige
g by the Lind Respondent and on the same day
= T the applicant had appealed to the Iind Respendent.

But there was no responsa firom the Reapnnde?t.
O. G,0.95 After acquitted in the Oriminal Court the

applicant submitted a petition to the Membel

Fersonnel. But the petitionsr was rejecte%

v

s such the applicant has no other alternative except to approach
this Hon'ble Tribunal, mad filed this applicatjon before the
Hon'ble Tribunal.

My derabad
B0, 5. 1997

o’

Allotted @i




:FAGE NO. 14 ¢

APFLICATION FILED UNDER SECTION 19 OF ADMINISTRATIVE TR

|
LBUNALS
ACT, 1985.
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERARAD BENCH
| 0.A. NO: {25 oF 1997
\ BETWEEN : L
\ A
! B. Lakzshmana Rao P AFFLICANT 1
\‘ . 5
\ A N D
\ 7. Superintendent of Fost Offices, |
| Secunderabad.and others. ' RESPDND%NTS
| L]
‘ - INDEX
\ S.No: Documents relied upon: ANr. Mo Fage Nm!'
| o m T
\' . 1. APPLICATION —— 1 to 10
: 2.  Memo No.RDH/ST/20-5/1,/88 ,
|- di. 18.7.1988 I , 11 to 13 |
| - o ‘i
. 3. Inquiry Report T 14 to 24
| o .
‘ LI LF.NG,STQKIB—I/1IBQ
| dt.21.2.90 of Ilird Respondentill 25 to 26
! :
i ' . Office Order dated 22.9.1995 1y 27
\ ' &, Judgement copy of Judel . Mag.
| I Class at Medchal Y 28 to 57
I i D
i 7. Judgement copy of the High
T Court LT
=

FOR USE IN TRIBUNAL 'S GFFICE:
\ Date of Receipt:
w Registration No.

k-
Signature

for Registrar.
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o
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(FAGE NO. 1

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH
AT: HYDERABAD

O.a. No. QS\ef 1997
BETWEEN:
B. Lakshmana Rao, S/o0.B. Baliah,
aged about 48 years, Occ: Ex.SFM Medchal,
R/0.6-7-37/42, Bansilalpet, Secunderabad AFFPL ICANT
AND

1. 8r. Superintendent of Fost Offices,
Secunderabad.

2. Director, Fostal Services,
#AF Northern Region, Hyderabad.

J. The Chief Post Master General,
A.P. Circle, Hyderabad.

é. Director General,
Dept. of Posts and Secretary,f
LDept. of Fosts, New Delhi. . . . RESFUNDENTS

DETAILS OF THE APPLICANT: _
Address for service of summons/ SANKA RAMA KRISHNA Rao
notices on the applicant: ADVOCATE , 1-8-539/C,
' il Floor, Chikkadpally,
HYDERABAD . 20L.
!

i. Particulars of the order against which the application

is made:

“This application is against the impugned arder

NoRDH/ST/20-5/188 dated 18-7-1988 issued by the IInd Respondent

while dismissing the applicant.”

2. JURISDICTION OF THE #RIBUNAL«

The applicant declares that the subject matter{of the
order against which he wants redressal is within the Jurisdiction
of the Tribunal u/s.14(1)(b)(ii) of the Administrative Tribunals
tct, 1985.

3. LIMITATION:

The applicant further declares that the application isg
%

within the limitation period prescribed in Section 2£1¢(1)(a)

of »
the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, A‘ #E‘HGSVU @auL(q)$f,ﬁﬂi7u .

Ha OppR Q- forn Ha Sundture, oA 3
Ww -2~ fq9), oA ‘Q@ti@ﬁ fe
R 1N o, A wadtaddon | :

1

| oy

e
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During all these long years nothing was found against

Ghatkasaf where he worked with utmost satisfaction for aboLt

dated 19-18-198&6 (copy of the charge sheet lost).

5

PAGE NOL. 2

4. FACTS OF THE CASE:

(i) . The applicant humbly submits that he was recruited

postal assistant in Srikakulam Division in the year 19&H.
|
belongs to SC community and while working at Srikakulam, he

unable to support his parents who were at Hyderabad with

meagre pay of Fostal Assistant. He, therefore, applied | for a

transfer +0 Hydsrabad City which is his native place andi as

asg a

He

wWas

the

nG

VACANCY wWas available he wés transferred under Rule 38 taiNizama—

bad Division. Aecordinoly, he Joined as Postal stisé&nt

i
Sangareddy in the vear 1949, but then out of compulsidn,

applicant again tried for a transfer to the city sxnce
liabilities were to be discharged in the city. nfteL

struggle the applicant got a transfer to Hyderabad City ﬁn
|

year 197% and he was posted at Tandur as a Signaller where

gtruggled himself hard. The applicant suffered for abaut

years at Tandur about 180 kms away from his native place,

at

the

his

much

the
he

S1x

but -

even then inspite of his problems he discharged his duties |to the

entire satisfaction of his superiors. After about six.| years

service at Tandur the applicant got a transfer, to Medchal |and he

worked as Senior Post Master, Medchal for another six |[lyears.

applicant and then when the applicant was transterred

was working as SFM Medchal he did not account for the deposit

Rs.4300/— in account No.375763 and that the w1thdiaw 1

i
(23 The allegation against the applicant was that whille

the

to

two

months but then he was transferred to Secunderabad HO and!| while

working as such he was issued with charge Memo vide No.F4/8/86-87

he

of

of

T on e, | EE e e
R TIPS RN

1 @
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of the Constitution of India he had the protection of not

i;

tFPAGE NO. 3 &

Rs.1,000/- dated 16-8-1986 also was not accounted for. |it

Was
alleged that the applicant failed to provide credit of Rs.&6,400/-
towards NSC collections. ' In the inquiry nothing was ||proved
against the applicant and he had credited all the real o pre-

sumed loss. Medchal being a double handed office there are clear

rules that the Sr.Post Master cannot do SB/NSC FA's work and the

FAa  alone was attending to SE/NSC work. In the applicant’'s

case
he. was only Sub Fost Master and the SB and NSC transactzan were
not done by him and there is no ground to punish h im for
something which is the duty of the PA. The charge No.2il about
non-credit of Rs.6,400/- suffers infirmity since licant
was not the PA, who received the amount from the public Lnd no
record of handing over the amount to him was produced.

{3} It is humbly submitted that the inquiry was not held as
per rules. The applicant was not given opportunity to havl his

own selected defence assistant. The petitioner was anxials to

attend every sitting but he had no information about the 51'.
as  ingquiry was not held as per rule 63 of FLT Manual Vol.I!I b
issuing notice at every stage. Further more, the applicanJ

facing & criminal case for the same charges. Under Article| RO(3)
. plead-
ing guilty ‘or not guilty. But, withbut ;aring to these pleas the
10 held that the charge is proved (Amnmexure I1) and

an|] that

basis, the DFS issued orders dismissing the applicantl| from

service {(Ammex.l1I1y.

(4 The applicant humbly submits that Medchal Fost Office
is manned by two clerical officials one the SFPM and another;| the

clerk (FPA). As per the rules of the Postal Depairtment 1 &

double handed office like Medchal the SFM is barved to atten to

£l
s

-

e eV

1 F o F

=T r
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the courtter duties of the Fostal éssistant regarding 5B a

The applicant was scrupulously following the departmenta

and instructions which means he was not responsible 1 th

ary fraud in SBE or NSC. LUnless it was proved that the am

handed it is also humbly submitt

over to the applicant.
if the PA has committed any fraud he shbuld be procesded
and if the fraud ig with the collaboration of the applica
-should have been proceeded agéinst under rule 18 but
applicant’s
withdrawals 1is

not guestioned, his complicity in lssue

NSCs is not guestioned and the applicant along was issu

acguittal Charge Memo inspite of the fact that the duty of

NS were that of the FA. In fact the applicant was pr

but

case the PA who accepted the deposits and ga

Funt was
Ld that
against
nt  both

in the

ad with

8B and

gsecuted

acguitted for the affence and the main ground for acqguittal -

of the applicant from Criminal Case was that the 8B and NEC work

was of the PA and not that of the applicant.

not take cognizance of this but punished the applica

before the criminal court pronounced the judgement.

{3 ‘During the inguiry there was no

investor of the NSC. On the other hand the FA who hand

transaction did not appear as a witness and therefore £

sumption that the applicant was reépnnsibla for net ac

the deposit or investment is groundless. The DPS AP

Region dismissed 'the applicant from service vi

No.RDH/ST/20-5/1/88 dated 18-7-1988 {(Annex.- } without

ering the relevant points. In fact the amount is

the counter by the FA and the SFM cammot be held responsi

the amounts, alleged to have been collected, by the PA,

it is proved that the applicant collected 1i%.

The departmént

evidence from

did

nt even

the
led the
he pre-
counting
Nor thern

de his

consid-

cullepteﬁ at

|
ble

for

unless

The a%plicant

submitted an appeal against his dismissal 0r7§5 o 18—7w1¢8$ by
( i iz
|

combdee e

|
!
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the Ilnd Respondent but the same was rejected {(Annexure-IV).

Meanwhile he was honaurébly acquitted by the criminal court and

he submitted a petition ta the Member Persornel on 4-4-1995. But

this petition was rejected’ (Armexura-V) without a speaking order

though the departmental charge and criminal case dealt with on
l

submitted that the

the Same allegation. It is humbly

departmental authorities cammot re-appralse the eviderce and

where the judicial authority found the applicant innmjent the

departmental authority could not have imposed any penalty.

Unfortunately in the applicant's case the judicial authonity did

Class

[ .,

not find him at fault vide judgement of the Is

Magistrate Medchal and the Hon'ble High Cowrt (Arm.VE & VII). By

|

appraisal of the same evidence the departmental authorities

dismissed him from service which is not covered by ||law and

evidence.

Agarieved against, the dismissal of the applicant, he

i

has no other alternative except to approach this Hnn'ble Tribunal

seeking redressal of his grievance and hence filed this 0.6A.

[
|
|
5. GROUNDS FOR RELIEF WITH LEGAL PROVISIONS: ‘
i
=

1) It is humbly submitted that the departmental allegation

and NSC

against the applicant was about some 8B transactions

¢

credit. For the same offenses the applicant was prosecuted and

e was honorably acquitted. This happened when the old rule 80

and 81 of P&T Manual Vol.I[II were in force. But subsej ently the

i
said rules have been amended and the amended rule B% of PE&T

Manual Vol.IIl was struck down by the Hon'ble CAT)|Bangalore
referring to Supreme Court's observation in AIR 1965 8C 155 and

AlR 1960 SC 806 holding that the amended Rule 80 does | not help.

In the applicant's case there was an allegation of misappropria-

contd. .. ..

2 Lol
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tion in the departmental charge sheet which was also the

matter in the criminal case foisted against him and a

authority like First Class Magistrate Medchal acquitted

the department went on appeal to the High Court where

not found at fault for criminal misappropriation, and
punishment is liable to be set aside.

(2 The applicant further submits that the depa
inquiry against him was a farce in-as-much-as the verv

sub ject

Judicial

him andg

ﬁmo the

applicant was honorably acquitted. This means the applicﬁnt was

;so the

ntmental

pofficial

entrusted with SB and NSC branch of Medchal 50 was not ;raduced
. ‘ N

ﬁchal a

FA  but

as a witness. I any fraud is to be committed at e

double handed office for the SE and NEC transactions cnyld nat
have been done by the SFM without the involvement of the

then

without even making the SB/NSC FA as a witness and subjecting him

to cross—examination. It is humbly submitted that if as
by the department there was fraud in NSC/SB at Medchal
primary offender would have been the FA and the applican

be at best an abettor. The Hon'ble Supreme Court vide A
(1) 8C &97 held that the charge of abetment fails if sub

offense

against the principle offender is not establish

the applicant's case the principle offender was totally p

‘even from appearing as a witness.

(3) It is humbly submitted that the depar tmental

Memo and the criminal charge sheet were for one and same

the department found it expedient to dismiss the_'applicant

decided
éSD the
i could
TR 1990
stantive

ed. In

notec ted

charge

offense

apart from being for identical offense and the applicgnt was

exonerated of the criminal charge which

could not have punished him as the department is

means the department

barrdd from

. i
re~appraising the evidence considered by the judicial authority,

£Oomn R
{23 ZiO§COWﬁ/

Lu,figﬂ
S

o




PAGE NO. 7 1

{4) After acquittal by the criminal court the app

submitted a petition to tember (F) but the same was re
arbitrarily inspite of the aﬂplicént's pleading that
department cannot re-appraise the evidence and come
different decision other than of the Jjudicial authority. 1
case where the department not only dismissed the appiican
|

his appeal also was rejected inspite of but the finding

Judicial authority for the same alleged offense was th
department is liable to be set aside.

j
T
applicant was not at fault. Hence the punishment imposed b
|
i
i
|
(3 The applicant humbly submits that he belongs #

\
most oppressed class i.e. 8C. Though he belongs to Hyderab

Joined service at Srikakulam as he was greatly in need mf‘

resources  to maintain his family., If is only after seven|
i

service outside the city that he could get a transf

Secunderabad Division but then, he was posted to Tandur wh%
far away from the city. After six years of unblemished é
|
there? he was posted to Medchal at the outskirts of the}
His condition of poverty and responsibility to bring ug
children forced him to forego the monetary benefits like H%
CCA and join. at Medchal. Even at Medchal he performed hisj
withh utmost devotion and sincerity, since he is an
official and had no other souwrce of livelihood. Eveﬁ
Medchal he was transferred to Ghatkesar another eutskiré
without HRA and CCA facility at that time. During the two;
gsarvice at Ghatkesar also there was nothing againﬁé

i
applicant. But then to boak him for some mistake done by ﬁ

at Medchal and protect the FA by not producing him as a

is beyond the reach of equity and the department has

iicant
jected

the
to a
t 15 a
t but
f  the
t the

v the

o the
ad he
some
years
= to
ch is
ervice
city.
five
A and

duties

honest

firam

town

monthes

the

is  PFA

i tness

taken

"

e . e memwar e D e M i e S

!
|
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PAGE ND. B ¢

advartage of his being SC and the innocence associated with the
Hls. In fact the applicant has not committed any irreqularity
but he was not given reasonable opportunity of defence j{and “in
defiance of judicial appraisal of the evidence he was dismissed

which calls for reappraisal, reassessment and a revised décision.

Therefore, it is just and proper that Hon'ble [ifribunal
may be pleased to set aside the Impugned Order dated 18.7.1988
impméing punishment of dismissal of the applicant fromf| service
duly directing the I1 Respondent to reinstate hinm into|| service

with all the conseguential benefits.

&. DETAILS OF THE REMEDIES EXHAUSTED:
The applicant declares that he has availed fall the

remedies available to her under the relevant service rules.

Aggrieved against the dismissal of the applicant by the
1ind Respondent, the applicant preferred an Appeal on B.7.1788

to the IIlrd Respondent which was rejected by him on 27.2.1970.

in the meantime, the criminal case was proceeded against the
applicant before the Judicial Magistrate of Ist Class at|Medchal,
which was disposed of on 146.1.1995 acguitting the applicant
honouwrably. On acquittal from the criminal charge the applicant
submitted a petition No.(F) Fostal Services Board, New Delhi,

which was rejected on the ground of delayed petition vide ordev

gdated 22.9.1995. Added to thié the Department carvied allcriminal

case to the Hon'bBle High Court of A.F. in Criminal Appeal

No.697/95 which was decided on 7.2.1997, confirming the acquittal
arder of the Lower Court. When the departmental authorities are
mot  acceding to the requests of the applicant for reinstatement

in view of the acquittal by the criminal court as welll} as the

| &gé&@omcm £
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High Court, the applicant has no other
approach this Hon'ble Tribunal.
7. MATTERS NOT FREVIOUSLY FILED OR FENDING WITH ANY OTHER ﬁ

The applicant further declares that he has

previously filed any application, writ petition or suit reg

the matter
before any other court or any other authority ar any other
Petitic

of this Tribunal, nor any suach application, Writ

suit is pending before any of them;

8. RELIEF(S8) S0OUGHT:

In view of the facts mentioned in para (4) abavﬁ

|
‘

applicant pray for the following relief(s):

It is respectfully praved that the Hon'ble Tribu

be pleased to;

in respect of which fthis application has been

[

alternative exc%pt to

OURT ¢

not

arding
made
Berch

3, O

» the

inal may

ta) to set aside the punishment imposed by the IInd

Respundént vide No.RDH/8T/20-5/188 dated 18-7-1988 dismiss

applicant from service, as confirmed by the 1I1Ivrd Responde

appellate order No.STA/13-1/1/89 dated &7.82.1990, delcar%

Samne as arbitrary illegal, unwarranted, frivolous F

violation of Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitutionsg ’
Respondents

(b to direct the

into service with all the consequential beneflts;

applicant

’ing the

nt vide
ng  the

vl in

to reinstate the

and be pleased to pass such other and further #*der or

orders as the Hon'ble Tribunal may deem fit and proper |

circumstances of the case.

J%onéd. «uu .2[ Eé%

in the
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g, INTERIM ORDERS IF ANY PRAYED FOR:

. ;
Fending final decisign on the application the appl@kants

seek the following interim relief: |
[t is humbly prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal may be

to direct the Respondent to treat the applicant under

pleased

deemed suspension pending disposal of the 0A and be pﬁeased to

pass such other order or orders as the Hon'ble Tribunal @ay deem

fit and necessary in the circumstances of the case.

\
10. NOT APFLICABLE:

FARTICULARS OF THE BANK DRAFT/FOSTAL ORDER filed in respect
of the application fee:
&6 .

. D.D./F.0. No. cﬁy b7

2. Date: /00’17/—?7 /&)i

il.

3. Fee: Rs.350/~

4. Name of the office of issue: |

= Name of the office payable at: C;Lﬁﬁiéy,iééﬁzall ‘%}f,.
12. LIST OF ENCLOSURES -2 G394

) . 40.0.15:558:5: Nemovac

51.Np. Details of the documents Annexure

f
A3 PER INDEX l
|
|

VERIFICATION

1, B. Lakshmana Rao, S/0.B. Baliah, aged | about 48
years, Occ: Ex.SFM Medchal, R/o.&~7-37/42, Bansilalpat; Secunder—
abad), and Ex. SFM Medchal, Secunderabad, do hereby verify that
the contents of paras 1 to & and & to 18 are true to thé hest of
our knowledge and helief and para 5 pelieved to be true on legal

agvice. .
K
JZ) a2

SIBNATURE OF THE QPPLISQNT

[
|
|

Hyderabad.,

Date120.05.19%97

CD\‘\td---'--.
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(5;:) L | Article - I

i ~ That Sri. 8% Laxman Rao while working as SPM, Medchal S.O

/ acting himself as S8 counter, P,A. received a g99081t of Rs 4,500/~
on 21.2,86 from the depas itor of Medchal S.0, B account No.3557634. 5
apd exhibited the|same in the Pass Book and S,G, 58 ledger but did =
niot credit the said amount of Rs, 4,500/~ in the P.G, accoimts and
hed further similarly exhibited in the 38 pass book of the same
account a withdrawal of Rs,1,000/- sgainst date 16.6,86 without

_____incorporating the transaction in Post Office Accounts, in the

ranner laid down ‘in Rulss 424 (2) (i1) (a) 425(s), 433 of PaT .
Manual Volume VT Part II read with ‘rules 673 of P&T Manual
Volume VI, Part. III and also failed to act as per rules a{1)

“ read with ruls 103 of FHB Velume I and thereby failed to ma inta in
absolute inteqrity and acted in'a mannsr unbecomin? of a Government
i

..k._...—. -

e s .

P

Servant and violated the Provisions of Rules 3(1) {i) and 3(1)
(iii) of ccS (Conduct) Rules, 1964, - o v
:L- Articlg -« II |
Sri, 8, Laxian Rao while working as SPM, Medchal during
October'85 and July'86 failed to afford credits of the valuae of
64 6 Yr.N3Cs of VI issua of Rs.100/- denomination of Valus
95.6!400/- daducted by him from the stock after making entrles
as 'issued! uithout noting dates contravening rules 673 of P&T
Manusl Voluhe VI!Part II1 and rules 4(1) & 103 of P&T FHB Vol I
and further failed to render account of 6 Yr., NSCs VI tasus
worth Rs ,35,000/<4 recsived from Trimulgherry HO under involice
Nos. 7 dtd. 6.3.96, 1/86-87 dtd, 5,5,86 and 1/86-87 dtd.5.5.86,
contravening rule 531€{1) -of P&T Manual Valume VI Part II, He also
. Pajled to make aver the certificates of total worth Rs,41,4307-
to his successor, Sri, G. Lakshminarayana on 25,7.96 F nar
accounted for thém in any other uay while handing over charge.
It is alleged.that Sri, 8, Laxmanrao by his above acts exhibited }
conduct lacking in absolute integrity and thus actad in a8 manner :
unbecoming of a Government servant violating the provisions of
Rules 3(1? (1) and 3(1) (11i) of CCS (Conduct) Rulas, 1964,

- B e e
. .

4, The Inguiry Officer commenced his inquiry with the
First sitting held on 31,3,87, He continted the innuiry on
13:4,87, 29.5.87) 13,7.87, 4,11,.87, 4,12,87 under intimation

to the Suspacted Public Servant. The dates of every sitting of
the inguiry were communicated to the Suspected Public Servant
and he was asked to attend the inquiry with his Asst. Govarnment

Servant for the purpoSe of perusal of documents and statements \ﬁ.

connected with the charges and also to furnish list of witnesses 43

on his behalf and additional documents required by him for the
purpose off his defence, The Suspected Public Servant was in .,
receipt of all the communications of Inquiry, sent by the Inquiry
Officer but did mot attend the inquiry, The Inquiry Officer, '
finding that thare was no reaponse from the Suspected Public )
Sarvant ecarrisd .out the 'exparte' proceadings of the inquiry

as required undér Rule 14 {20) of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, on
21,1.88, 2,2.88, 3.2.38, 4,2.88, 5,2,38 and 26,2.88 and completed
the inquiry. In his inquiry report dtd.22,4,88, the Inquiry Officer
held the tuo articles of charge against the Sus pected Public Servant
as-~'Proved®,

S

~



r/ -
. \\ a L
DEPARTMENT OF POSTS - INDIA

- . Office of the Director of Postal Serv
e A.P, Northern Region, Hyderabad«500 O

\ 0

.LTQ‘{‘%.‘W N
. ahﬁ?.&‘] 4

® i "'ONO'RBH 3T2-5168- dated at Hyd,S00 001 the

auéd the folloulngs . Feoo T '

) ﬁi BT LA ‘ * .
1s Memo, No, Fa4/2/86-87 dtd 19 12 , 86 - ol’ sr...updt. of’ Post Off ices,
: Secundarahad diviaion.

A

» -
L

Memo.No, r4/2/as-a7 dtd 25, z 07 of ssoos Secunderabad Divisjon,

3 Inquiry report. Coa

S ﬂthor connoctod rocords.' o ‘ ) . R

e

1 - : . ene \

-

{
.This is @ Disc!plinary case Initiatad undsr Rulé 14’ v
" of the CCS gccA) Rules, 1965, hg the Sr,Supdt. of Post.Offices, .
Voo q,cundera ad division against. ri. 8, Lakshmana Rao, LSG: PL.A, i
i

¢ under auspensioo ‘Secunderahad H,D, hauing come u? baforo the _
undarsinnad for {esue of final proceedings. The olloulng ordars |

! are paaseds L SR 51..-

i -l'

.2X " Sri, B, L-kshmana Raa. LSG P A (undor auspension) o
-Socundarabad H,O. hereinafter referred to as Suspsctad Public L
 Setvant uas served with a’memo,No.. Fa/z/as-a'r dtd,19.12.86) - j
by the Sr,Supdt, of Post foices ecunderabad. division proposing '
an - inquiry under Rule 14 'of the ﬁCS fcca )} Rules, 1965, intlo v
the charges detalled in annexure I to the ahove said memo£ and P
he 'was called upon to oubmit\hio uritten ‘atatement of defence '
tn respoct of the charges vide annexure I'to the memo, T ia Ty
memo. was receivad: by Suspected Public Servant on 5,1.87. /A -
there wes no response from thé Suspected Public Sarvant ti 1
6,287, dnopite of exténsfon of time given at his request|for
submission of such & etatement, tha Sr.Supdt, of Post Orfiﬁoa,
Sacundershad division appointed Sri, D, Satysnarayana Rao)|
Asst. Supdt, of Post OFfices: (Comploints) 0/o0, *he Oirector of
Pontal Services, A,P, Northern Region, gdarahad as Inquir Officor
to in uire into > charges against the uapaotod Puyblic Sarvant
vide amo‘No. Fa 2786-8? dtd,25,2.87. Sri, B, Magaiah, A .S ,P,
{Hgrse.)’ 0/0. the Sr.Supdt, of Post Offices, Secundarabad divisfon A
was appointod as the Presenting 0fficer by a separate memal of g
~. the same date, to represent the Sr Supdt. of Post Off:.oesl .
‘Becundorabad in the 1nquiry. {

&5 The charges against Sri. B, Lakshmana Rao, the Sus pected
Public Setvant are as under. ‘ .

ey @rttteepsorpd (. -do- )

S |
] : S ‘

' 1 . ' Y
!
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5, A copy of the report.of the Inquiry
“anclosed ta these proceedings,

.

. : did not participate in the in
| 1{ gfpiger though every sitting
procesdings were pos tad
called upon to aand his brief

7@:_' . wrief submitted by the Presenting

report and all connected records,

I have carefully gone through the 1

The Suspsc
quiry conducted

was duly notified to him and
to him from time to time.
despatching copy of t

0fficer which wvas received

after

OPficer is

nquiry OfFic?r's
ted Public &?rvant
by “the Inquiry

He was{also
he

) by him on 10,3,.88. Evidently the Suspected Public Servant
P has no defence to offer against the articles of charge. ‘Fhe
L oral as well as documentary ovidence adduced during the inquiry -
o before the Tiiquiry Officer clearly established the articles of
it charge and 1 fully agree with the findings of the Iﬂquirq officer,
- Tre first charge related to non-acgounting of the S8 deposit
of R9.4,500/~ on 21,2.86 and withdraual of Rs,1,000/- onJ16.6.Bﬁ‘
in S8 afc.No. 375763. The second charge relatea,mainly to the
_ fatlure of the Suspectad Public Servant to bring to account the
"money realjsed on sale of N,5,Cs worth Rs.&,dooa
.account for ?ngQ N.5.Cs VI Issue warth Rs.SS,GGO/-. ﬂ@e
tuo charges' provéd in the inquiryes I, therefore, hold that
he 4s not a fit person to be continued in service and accordingly

dismiss him from services .

W, - ‘

. ‘ ‘ i« . ‘ . - ‘ o
o C T e (D, KAILASA FRASAD)!' '
Director of Postal Services,
A B, Northern Reaion,
1 S S L Hyderabad-500 001’
TOTIER TR T |

BEY s, B., Laxman Rao, ...\ |
;‘.ﬂ'r‘:! o L,:SGEP.OA-"- - L we et ‘
qh;ﬂ#uLPSBC@nddFﬁhad H.OG - -

'hjgﬁﬂrgthrbpgh Sr,Supdt. of Post 0fficas, Secumderabad Bn.

- and alﬁo to
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_bis representation D{gnzizzzgzﬁfas not disposed off and then mk
. only the case had to de proceeded further. The SPs was replied
. o 29-8-87 by the ‘undersigned 'that in view of D§. P& T Lr.

Yy Z =
| = \\
: : r -4

$ 2 3

even arterwa&ds. Meanwhile the representation given by the SPg i
on 13-4-87 'to the I0 was forwarded to the disciplinary autho- .
rity and requested for orders ‘whether to holqjturther'enquirjf'l-
or not, Fo# this the SSP has returned the representation of %
the dfficial to the undersigned with the information that the i{J
X0 has to decide the case in the light of the latest rulings
on the subject and no Spedific direction was given. The SPs L
nas.theretoﬁe requested to attend DO on 29-0-§7, SLmxuffixint f%
for enquiry, vide this office Lr. F/Rule/ 14 BLR Dt 17-6-827, = |
The SPs was jgiven option.to nominate AGs and to submit list -
02 witnesses and to requisition for any additioual documents. i
It was received by the SPs on '22-7-87, The Official did not w
attend the epquiry, It was dgcided to proceed exparté. The i
PO was thbnﬁrequeated to“proaﬁce the evidenceh by which he
proponod’to;@rove the artiolo% o;.churge on 13-7-87 at DO,
secunderabad. Copy of daily dooket dated 29-6-5") was
posted to th;-orficial by regd;'Popt which was roceived by
him on 7-7-87. ‘ : .
On 13#?}87 the P.0, prodiiced the evidonce of documents
on which he relied to prove tée charge, Copy of daily dockeb ;
dated 13-7-87 was also gent to the SPs which was received /by F .
him on 18-7-87 ., 1In the docket it was recorded that the SPs
may for thorpurpoae of preparing his defence, imspect records,
submit & 115t of witnesses to 'be exumined on his behalf and
glve roqului#ion for additional flocuments- and to ndminatoﬁan
AGs 1§ Telt hecessary fixing the date as 25-7-87. Further i
date of sitting was given.as 14-8-87, Sincé no reply was , oy
received by him t11l 6-8-87, he was once again requested by
the undersighed vide F/Rule 14/BLR Dt: 6-8-87 to intimate m .
whother he piOpOlod to nomlnatq any AGs and 12 go the nawme- ‘NJ‘
and addrees of the AGs with permission and declaration eto., .
might be sudbmitted to the undersigned by 14-8-87 1.¢, the -
propesed date of next sitting. For this the SPs wrote a letter
Dts 13-8 which was received by the undergigned on 18-8-87 .that

4

I

’

. 1
No: 5-11-81-V4 Dtg 11-11-83 and letter No: 7-5/85:-Vig.-I . :
]

{

Bt: 16-4-86 from Sri B.D, Ju???ddst. Diroater General(Viag),

$: o---'o3/- ' !‘l

L |
- }
|
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4 _Ipquiry report of D.S, Bag, I.0. & ASP (C) 0/0 the DPS
/ 'NR against Shri B, Laxman Bao LSG PA (under suspenston),
. LN T I 0 ¢ T TR
° R ‘Sacunderabad RO, C e e e
E Tt Ivp . ,-k £~ "1 Y et

- "

v

Sri B. Laxman Rao. LSG PA,1Schnderabad + HO. was. proceoded

i

_m___. n;alnlt undcr Rule 16 ot CCS(CCA) ‘Rules 1965 by the SSFOs,

Secunderabad Dn., vide S5P Memo No3 7&/2/86-87 nts 19-12L86.
The mewo was received vy the offloial ou 5-1-57. The orriclal
requested oontinuoully xor 5 ttnoa txteaaton of ti-c toT
anbilttln; hia written statenont ot defonco ‘a8 a last often-
sion . till 12«3%3-87. The otticlll vas not ‘rantod oxten‘}on

‘ - @ time beyond 5+2-87 as per Ssp: lettor Hbt 7&/2/86-87 ?t:

e,”  =3=87..  The offtcial did not at all auhnit any wrltten

N “statenent'of dcronce. Bndor those circuuatancel,' the S5POx
| .Secunderabad, bn,, has appointod tho undoratgned as IO 1
vide SSPOs memo Noj 7&/2/86—87 Dt'e 2 -2-87 and Sri B.Nag iah
'ASP” (A{rs) 0/0 the ssro. as a P,0. vtde Ssp Ho:?h/2/86-87 .
Dt: 25-2-87., The undernignod has askod ror the _records vidé

thii'otrloo E/Rnlo 14/BLR Dt: 27-2-87 and tho sauouore
recelvéd on 1~-3-87.

.

. F N J'-

: . Tho unaorsignod bold tlrst axtting on 31-3-87 as rnéuircd

""unaer Tule $4(7) of CCS (CCA) Rules 1965. The official rhceived

_ tho nemo of sitting of 25.3-87. The. aitting wag’ postponéb to
13«&~87 inltend of on 31=3-87 vide. this office F/Rule 1&/HLR
th 1-&-87. The sitting was held on 13-4-87. Daring the
eourso or 1ﬁqu1ry the ofticial gdh‘ a roproaentatlon Dt
31~3-87 g to tho 1.0. stating that since the caseé ‘was gi on
“$0 tho police. dcpnrtmcnt inquiry need not be held and thgro-
rore. 1t should be postponed til} the police enquiries woge
completed._ In thls connection, the SPs was asked whether |hé
kuow the contents of the complaint given to the Police by;ithe

e dilciplinnry uuthorlty for which he stated that he dia not know,
" He was thororore requested to know the contents of the Poliqo
T"‘eomplaint stnce the IO hus to depend on the nature of the

.'charzod nouo und that tho IO would not have any oonnection| with

police lnquiry it both tho cherzes differ. For this the 3rt1c1a1

was given ttme to produco the nature of complaint and cont nts
?; the conplalnt given to the Police before 20-5-87 by pogt
d 'further decistion would be intimated by the I0 to the sﬁs.
:: commuuication was received frow the S5Pst till 20-5-87 und
.o/

]

-

The uuo or chargea ;tralod against the orﬂc:lal are|jend osod

—
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P—

:

——rT

- .

TN [

e

-

i | T



Thbugh notices were promptly received by the Govt. servant,
,he did not attend the enquiries and therefore the witnesses
were examined exparte., In every memo the official was beimg
warned that if he failed to attend the enquiry, it would be W

-

held exparte.

.whioch were received by him promptly.
The r%ﬁ?ho Govt. servant was called up on to give oral
evidence or written briet and tor that viz, for examination

of Gavt, servant date was fixed as 19-2-88 vide F/@\\ﬂe 14/BLR D
Dt: 5-2-88. The examination of iGovi. servant was.postponed to
26-2-86 vide F/Rule 14/BLR Dt3 15-2—88.
eitting was héld at Medchal on 15-2-88.
' not attend, Daily DOcket Dt: 26-2~-88 was also posted to him,
The P.,0. was given time to send his written brief by 15-3-88
P.0, submitted his written breit on 6+3~88,

Accordingly the
The Govi. servant did\

brief was sent to the Govt. serVant by Regd. AD Poat on

8-3-88 and requested him for submission his brief by 25-3-88,
‘Thie RL 3006 Dt: 9/3 was received by him on 10-3-88,

no brief was reoeived by him.

Evidence addpeosod during the oourse of enquiryi-

1. Sri Nohd. Hussain PW & ASP Secbad(N) was examined by

the P.0. He deposed that while, goinb through ‘the SB ledger
casually, he noticed a deposit or Re. 4 »500/« in the SB
a/c. Noi 375763 of Sri Shaik Hugaain, that the date of

the ledger. He contacted
,and checked the 53 PB and
found deposit of Rs. 4,500/- on' 21-—2-—86 and withdrawal of

deposit was not'deoipherable 1nJ
the depositor Sri Shaik Tuesain:

Re. 1,000/~ Dt: 16-6-86 without. correaponding credit and debit

in the 8B long book that he recorded the statement m£ on

4-9-86 of Mr. Shaik Hussain and’' the sane has been got
identifted. ge al80 deposed thatﬁvepiried the stock of cash

certificates on the hand in thqgatocy rogister bx-Fl, 64

* Certificates of Rs. 100/-Dn. was deducted without noting

.- the date as sold by SPs, that he made a ncte- of.unsold
Certiricatea physically fcund oé verification and veritiedx

1the ke same with reference to

%riuulghgrry HO.

Cn vepifi-

. cation at HO on 5-9-86, 1t was found that besides the

i
discrepancy of 64 certlticates of BRs. 100/~ Dn. the Iollowinx

1

L

ag.oaS/"

Copy of the POs

So far

L4

us the examination of prosecution %x witnesses . -
was over by §-2-88. Every copy of deposition and daily docket
of each date .were seit. to the Govt, servant by Regd AD Post nh

[
]
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Dopnrtment of Posts,&ﬂeu n.xhi. it was decided to continue the -

‘ enquiry.and he was warnad that a tinal chanoe ‘was given{to him

hy that letter to noninate 1! necessary an’ AGa. It was '

4informed that no telegran .aid to have ‘been issuéa by him

on 29-6-87 was raceived hy the nndersigned.' The SPe re uestd

n 9-9-87 for tho copio- ot the lotteru rutorred to abo

IHo was 1ntorned on 22-9.87 that he conld copy the letté

in the: sitting to be held on 7-10-87 &t D.O. sacunderabad

and in that also he was raqneé?iing noninate any ‘AGs. |

e Aocordingly a sitting to be held on 7-10 87 waa ‘adjourned

g to,4-11-87 at 11-00 AM at ) Seeunderabad. e aitting”was

I‘+ ;held on 4-11*87 as schoduled. Meanuhilo the official asked for

copies. of ny/ P & T Ietterl quoted, Au already 1nxorme? he
was pernitted to oopy the ‘letters in tno sitting Dt: &-11-87.
A Bitting was held on 4-11-87 and ‘the Ofticiol came "J'xltzni

ulrh

7 . informed that he would not attend the aitting but he would%ﬂf@

_copy :the ruliﬂ%r As_it. was. informed thnt the rnling can 1 be

copied during sittiog and when he did not attend the aitting, (

.:iihe 18 not eligidle to copy 1t and 12 nt all he wanted %a

cbuld ask” PO/dchiplinary authority for copiea of Dy. q & T -r

lotters. Then he went away withont either attending the -
enquiry or asking the diac. anthority ror permieaion tJ copy
the ledters, - = P : ‘
*Then the next'aitting wau held on 4- 12-87 arter giving
o notioe .on 24=-11~87 whioch was recéived by him on. 25-1 1-87.
~ §$itting was held on 4-12-87 for exanination of doonnents
by the official. The axkyXuxk officinl did not nttondl d
the enquiry was held exparte and the proocedings accord ngly
were drafted, . S
. + Meanwhile the SSPOs SD in Mewo No: F4/2/86-87 Dt 20¢1188
»'changed the. P.0. _ri MB Ramulu 0S II 0/0 the SSP. SD DO was
appointed in place of Sri B. Nagniah ASP (Hqrs)} o/o the SSP
Secundorabad. R S . . -
- Then the examination of witnesses from proaecution side
started. Sri Mohd. Hussain ASPOs SD (N) and Sri D.A, |} -

. Ha'Hahman-Xhan .ASPOs ( R) PWs i & 2.were examined on 21-1-88 |,

exparte-as the Govi. Servant did not attend, Their dgposittonz
.wére recorded. . -The :other, prosechtion witngsses were examined
- \~=ét"HedchaI .50 on 2-2-88, 3-2-88 and. 4-2 -88 The proaeéition
last witness wasexamined on 5-2<88 at DO, Secunderabad* .

~
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/o cGrtif"ica&bes supplied’ by HO were, nelther entered :in the stodk _' .
t}' register noi/found 1n stock on veritication. s | ;
'!!' . Invo ce No: 7 Dt; 6.;-86 a cheme .

;) Rs. 1000/- Dn. NSE lﬂ 119802-806 = 5 Nos.
Invoice No: 1 Dt: 86-86 Dt. 5-5-86 I ‘
g

“‘"— T f ] ms, 1;000/- nn. B/25 636767-791 a 215
(o 7Y nel 5,000/~ B/A oasOh-a0s . a3/ ]

. L. . 5
. . Tha lnvoicea were narked ae Exp & 3. o
. _‘ The Govt. Sorvant acknorledged the rece ipt ot above Nsea
- that Iurther anqnirles on 8—9-86 at’ Hyd. ‘the SPM while xxnnt
acoepting the _non credit or Bs.~ 500/- in the sB Alc, 375763
stated that he kept all the wantins certiticates in the upper
Lt ruok ot steel Alnirah at, Hedohal, that ha rorgot to account
“_:Qf then, and prepared to trace out theé}he was proposed to De
. taken to- Hedohal. Vhile going to Medchal .along with the
Govty: sexvant in .Departmental Zoep he expressed near SD Rly c
Station his desire to give the information at his house
Bansilalpi*fén. Accordingly ho was taken to his house, he &
he want 1nside his house and came vack within minutes s 1=
holding the ppcket in his hgnd and vanted the vehtole to go 1
to DO. Atter reaohing Do, the Govt. Servant opened the packet i
and produeed 20 wniasued NSC VI issue valuing 24, 000/- along _
with,&t’inrolces (0/5& & 14 appllcations for purchase of NSCs
worth Hs. 17,400/~ He alaolproduced relevant 1issue journals
in triplicate excepting journals relating to 6 NSCs worth ,
Rs, 11,000/~ issued on 3—6-86 and the following were the Axix
details. : '
*lmxxxnx!tmnxﬂrummtmagnxﬂMxntxﬂlmtnn? .
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~Enclosure to be read'in page

i.

2,
s,

4.
5.
6.
7.
8,
9.
10.
9
12,
13.

14,

M. Anji Reddy 200/- 2 100/~
P. Remulu 200/~ 2 100/-
K. Harlhara Sharma200/- 2 100/
T. Nasrayane Chary 200/- 2 100/~
XK. Vidyavuathi 200/~ 2 100/-
P.8, Wesley 200/~ 2 100/~
N. Purushottam 200/~ 2 100/~
K. Buchi Reddy 200/~ 2 100/-
C.Sudhaker EBeddy 200/~ 2 100/-
V.Inna Reddy 200/- 2 100/~
Mohd. Osman 200/- 2 100/~

I. Rajan Anthoni 200/~ 2 100/-
Smt, N, Nagamani \200/'(2)100/-
Trovo Yo

C/14

C/14
C/14
C/14
c/14
Cc/14
c/14
c/14
C/14
C/14
C/14
Cc/14
Cc/14

§ of the report,

87000-601 729 Dt.not
clear.

877602-603 793 not dated

877604-605 794 n
877606-607 795 "
877608-609 796 v
877610-611 797
878283-28% 798 v
878285-286 799 »
878287-288 800 "

878289-290 801 W

878291-292 802 i
878293~-294 803 "

878295t0 not bearing
878334 rxegn,No & Date.

H.Saraswathi Devi 11000/~ 1 1000/- ﬁ-cé 119802 795 3-6-86
' 2 5000/- F-p4 S74404-405
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¥IX. S5ri Shaik Hussain depositor of SB PB 3757673,

R o .

< 3 7 ¢

Sri Shaik Hussain the depositer of PB 375763 of Medchal ' _"

deposed that he gave one ptatement before ASPOs (N) on ‘

4-9-86 with regard to transactions in PB 375763. The

statenent was identified by him. The statement was also

readover to him, Coples of entries in the the PB were

W¥3n to him and got identified, When the PB was taken by

the SPs a receipt was granted to him and the same was retd. to

the SPM afterwards. He stated that it was & fact that he

gave RBs. 4,500/- for deposit in his PB on 21-2.86 and the

PB entry was found in PB and withdrewal of Rs. 1,000/- on R

16-6-86 was also taken the entry was also made , There |

®as no ¢ros. examination as the Govt. servant did not attend. o

II Sri K. Krishna Murthy HM 2PHS Aliabad, Medchal. !
sri K. Krishna Murthy was examined by the PO. He deposed

that he had given a written statement on 13-9-86 before ~

Sri Satyenarayana Sarma SB DO, Secunderahad, He had gone

through the Statement given by him; identified it anid accepted

the contents to be true. He stated that he was authorised to 2

draw the arrears of DA of teachevs and invest in National

Savings Certificates and .accordingly the arrears of the oo

following teachers were 1nvented )

1. Sri M, Anji Reday . Rs 200/~ Appln. No: 792
2. "™ ¥. Ramulu 200/~ 79%
3. M K.Harihara Sharwma " 200/- v 794 .
b, ® T.Narayana Chary " 200/~ " 795 , :
5. Seit K. Vidyavathi N 200/~ " 796 o
6. Sri P.S. Wesley " 200/- " 797 S
7. Sri  N. Purushotham " 200/- " 768 ; .
8. Sri K. Buchi Reddy " 200/- " - 799 N
9, " C.Sudhakar Reddy n o 200/- L 800 i
10. " V.Innareddy " 200/- " 801 &
1. " Mohd, Osman " 200/~ " 802 S
12, * I. Rajan Anthone " 200/- 2 803

The applications from Regn. Nos 792 to 803 were shown "
to him and he ideutified them, The Ceriificates to the

sbove investors were issued and sent. He could identity the |
certificates. They vwore sent to him through Swamy EDDA
through whom the amounts were roceived. The above NSCs were
sent to him'2 instalments to nim. The NSCs were marked as
Exp 21 to 42. The date wriiten by Bri K. Krishna Murthy on
T10=12- 85 in the Btatement Dt 13-9 86 with regard to appln,
ceedB/-




; ‘s 6 :
/ b*ank Cextificates 1. One Certiricate of Rs. 5, 000/- un,
¢ [ bearing Not' F 14 974&06 it e

2.4 ceruncates ot g, A ooo/- Dn- bearins N“ & /23
© 119803 805149806 ;L il \'-

3. 15 Certiticates of.Ra. %3ggg4 tODEiG;giflng Né. E/2j
The cht. -gexvant- on quastloning admitted that helihad
issued NSC@ worth Rs. 17,&00/- under his signature and||xmedvy
qg'-F; rreceIVQd tho cas# as detailed belou and that the amount was
h «used ' tor his private purpose. uithont crediting.,

Issued 11‘-10¢I85 RB.;i 200/-— . <. . 1 -
2." Issued on 6—11-85 Ra. 1. 200/_ » o oo )
u 3. Insued Nov/Dec 85 Rg. & 000/_ . L
. Xesued on 6-3-86

TP S )-
R . Ho depbé ' that he contaotea Sri T. Swamy EDDA Medohal
NS 1. racorded his atatement on 15-6-86 (Exp 93) who staé%od in
the -onth ot Oct/Nbv. Sri K Krishna Murtby handed ovér him
...a sum of Rs. 2,400/~ along with 12 applicationa for pu%khaaa
fuiy o.0f NSCs of Rs, 200/- per epplicant towards investment ?t DA
... _.arrears of teachers or ZPAS Aliabad. The Govt. torvant
: _1ssued 24 certiricates of Rs, _100/~Dn each and handed dver
uthe same to Sri T. Swamy after 2 or 3 days but the amount
was not credited into PO a/oa. There is no/reexamiuatﬂ&n as
; the GS did not attend the enquiry. A .
G2 Ao TX. STiDA aahmn% (a) 0/0 the SSPos sn Dn., was exmn:lnad
fvuJ"?ﬁ?'by the P.0. that he went ‘on & 6-9-86 to Ghatkesar and
hﬁﬂy uu‘rooorded the atatemont of Sri BL Bao about allegad mis-
Soﬂfx_

S0 e appropriation of Bs. 4,500/~ from 88 PB 375763 standing
'“ﬂawuLb edchal 80. The atatement recorded by hin from. the Govt.
\gﬂwﬁfiq aervant is 1dentiried. Be further depoafiod that the éovt
) 7E:ﬂyv»—servant stated that he did not aoconnt ror the amount ﬂr
w7 rr Bs. 4,500/~ given:t¢ hia by tho dopos:ltor on 21-2-86 and
Ty ‘*thnt he utilised the aaid aaount !or hia pcraonal use.
23 Thé SPs also reported to have stated the deplntry in the
Ledgar A/c. 375763?9to HO tor’ adding interest and handeé
over thé PB to the depositor atter obtaining SB 29 reoeipt
" ““back and affixed to O. c. the Sﬁﬁ stated to have added tdat the
”R'PB was not sent to HO for adding interest. The copiés oi
-Mhhove this depoaitions along with daily docket Dt: 21- 1J88
r'was sent to SPs'vide RL 0590 -Dt: 21-1-88 of PR Nagar
\ -which was received by him on 22-1.88. Theére is no cross
exam as SPs did not attend,

\ . . l . " Ql.l?/-
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exanination wes over and there:was no cross examination,

b Ge Laxmin&rayana SPM, Hedchél,on 4-2.88,
Sri G, Laxmiéarayana SPM Medchal was examined by the PO,
e deposed that he took over charge of the following NSCs
6 Yr. VI Rs. 50/~ Dn., 6 NS B 073926 to 930 |

o g 937563 to 582" 25
" Re.100/-bn. 6 Ns/ C /

14 878335 to 337 3

" VIXIissue 100/~Pn. C 366076 to 080 5
n 500/-Dn. D 102076 to 080 5

" 1000/~ pa, E 107076 to 080 5

S3Ly 500/« Da, A 122221 to 230 19
- 2000/~ Da. ;B 021721 to 725 5.

He deposed that aéquittanqe for 6 yr., VI and VI issass
was glven 1n,;he old'stpck reg%qﬁer 8eized by the asp , 'J\\
aoquittance for 5SCs is containing .in the present register,
He farther dé}r;'aosed that the Govt. Aervant did not hand over m
any other thihg{ﬂertitioatei) nthér.than noted above, In .
additlon to the above the following 7 yr. IT issue were also |
handed over to him the aoquittance for which was given by him ~
the present r?;ister. ]

f . -
7 Yx. II Hs.|10/- JA 7INS/A/A0 137779 to 780-2
* 110/« JB INS/B/O 136879 to 880-2
100/~ JA NSAB 180659 to 660 -2
100/- dJm 788/8/0 477659 to 660 -2
1 8

He deposed that he had npt:received NSCs of 6th issue
invocied im Tfimulgherry HO invbcie No: 7 Dt: 6-3-86 and 1-86 ~-87
Dt: 5-5.86 foj—the—ﬁovtr*ssxvnn&_while taking over charge r}om
him on 25-7-86 F/N. Copries of hoth the aépositions and daily -
ducket Dt «-g-aa wore posted to the Govt. morvaant RL No: o
1178 Dt1 4-2-88, ]

9, 8ri Batyanérayann Sarma SD DO 8ecunderabad Presently
working as ASP {Hqr) Adilabad,

Srl Satyanarayana Samma was examined by the PO on 5-2-88,
He deposed th&t he recorded lta?ements of Sri K. Krishna Murthy
'‘HM ZPHS 411ab§d Medochal, Smt. T. Nagamani and Snt, M. Saraswathi.
" He 1dentified the s#atementa re;ordndh'hy him from the witnesses
mentioned above, Copy of doposition and daily tmemmmxt f@ocket
Dt; 5-2-88 vefo posted to the Sﬁa by Hegd. Létter No: 1859 °
bt 6~2-88 oriParlarama Bhavan $0, -

‘\ i ] veee10/-
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on 13-9-86 berore the SBDO Sﬂb at Heuohel with regard tJ

|' deposed that' she gave a statement on 13- 9-86 hefore SDO

i
v N rabad with regard to purchase of Nsce for Rs, 11,000/- demanﬂl
" Medohal PO on 3-6-86.

1Torigina11y glven to her.
| have been given to her.

|

s —— . — I

S\

"2 8 ;-

(\LQ&) N
of Sri N. Purushotham might be received as 10-12-8%,

was. wrongly written).. 1 :
sfs did ‘not attend.. Copies.of the. above 2 dopoeiborisreoonded'
on 2-2-88 along with copy:of da11y4decket wag posted to the
SPs vide RL No: xhffex®k: 1114 Dt: 2/2 . of Hedch_al -80.
" 8. Sri-T, Swamy EDDA, Hedchal f . L
. Syl T.. -Swamy was exanined by the: PO. He deposed that
‘ho brought money from Sri K, Krishna Hnrthy along vith _ |
NSC applications and the SPM-gave him 12 NSCs in 2 instal- |
ments, His statement given ‘on’ 15-9-86 . borore the ASPOs SD l
|
}

(which
. There was no. cross examination as| thé

North Was 1dentified by him Bxp. 93, He ‘also identii’iod o
tha phutoatat cOpies of ‘12 NSCs which vere handed oVer i
. to° Sri K, Krishua. Muarthy by.: him,, There was no oross .oxami-

nation as the SPs did. not’ attend. R . ' s i

.65 Smt. H. Nagamani Ufo Late Sreeramulu attender 0/0 the ]
; AD AH Medchal ,

Smt. N. Nagamani deposed that ehe gaVe ono statemeﬂt {

purehaoe of NSCa worth Ra k 000/-She identixied the Stt
Dt: 13-9-86 given by her. She depoeed that she took '
assietance ot Sri N. Nagagane gr. Veternary Officer,
Veternary hospitol Medchal tor Illling up the Iorm honding
over cash etc, BExp 43 to 82 NSCs 878295 to 878 334 vore!|ix
issued. The copiee of Certitioatoe were ehorn to her anh L K
got 1dent1!1ed by her. Her applieation no. was . noted as
804 Dtt 25-11—85. ghe could not say the exaet date as ehei
is 1111terate. Exam vas over and there was no ¢ross exam
as the Govt, .Servant did not attend. Copiee of depositl”ﬁe
of Sri T. Swamy EDDA. Smt, N, Naganani along with ‘copy ot}
daily docket were sent, ‘to the Govt. eervant by regd. poet
on 3—2-88 from Medchal a e :
-7+ Smt. Saraswathi Devi W/o Sri MVRED Prasad ‘Sartia Transmission
Zsst, Telephone Exchange Medchal on 4-2-88, : F
" Swt. M) Saraswathi was examined by the PO on 4=2-88

}

;She
Secunde-

She could identify herp etatement Jhe
could also identify the’ phetostet copies of N3IC s applicotione

The roilowing NSCs wore stated to

. |
|
SO || Regm, |

1. 6 NS/ B 14 119802 Dt: 3-6-86 for Rs, 1,000/~ Medcha]. 795
2. 6 NS/P@ v 974405 Dt: 3-6-86 for Rs. 5 000/~ | ° \
3. 6 NS/GBgy 974404 Dt: 3-6-86 tor na. 5,000/~ - n, T

~
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| 8ri B. Laxman Rao SPs was proposed to be examined by the 5D‘on'
| 06-2-88., He did not attend and no deposition could be récorded:

}‘ The PO was given time till 15-3-88 to present the Reitag)

brief. The brief reoeived on 6-3-88 was sent to SPs by Qegd. P
Post No: 3006 Dt: ?-3-86. The time for receipt of defence brieél

' was fixed a8 25-3-88, Fhe HL was received by the SPs o£

i st o
-

10.3-88. 8o far no defence brief was received. _ kN

By tho evidence adduced above, 1t 1s very d clearly provgd

1. that the Govt. servant Sri B. Laxman Rao while working
as SPM Medchal SO received a deposit of Rs. 4,500/~ od 21-2-
from the #gs depositor of Medchal SO SB A/c. No: 375763 86
and lililarly withdrawal of Rs. 1,000/~ in the same account
on 16-6-86 though entered in the PB were not accounteJ
for into PO &/cs. and 2, that he while working as SPM,
Medchal during 10/85 and 7/86 fhiled to afford credits
of velue of 64 (6) yr. NSCs of VI issue of Rs. 100/- Dn.
zgguing Rs. 6a4q21" dzducted . ®y him in the stock regiater

-

d that he further fatled to feuu--__‘nn“nt ot § yeaé
~ ygcs VI issue worth Bs. 35,000/~ received from TMY HO
under invoice Nos 7 Dt: 6=3-86 1-86-87 Dt: 5-5-86 and
4-86-87 Dt 5-5-86 end also he failod to meke over the
" Certiticates or total worth Rs. 41, hOO/- to his successor
sri G. Laxminarayan on 25/7/86 F/N/hot accounted for then
in any other way while handing. over charge.
Thus the two charges alleged against Sri B. Laxman Rao
LSG PA SO MO (under suspension) vide SSPOs SD Memo No¥-

Fu/2/86-87 Dti 19-12-86 atand proved beyond doubt. |
: ; ”_/ <

—_ .-

L= 4

Hyderabad~1. L T
) - -4=1988, ) . {D.8. Rao)
: 1.0 and ASP (C)
0/0 the DPS AP NR Hyd-i.
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'also meniioned h = chat“in‘Feﬂartmental proczed ‘nis,
a charged officer is never con elle? to make a stete-
ment, Therefore, Article 20(33,of e Constitution di:s

not come into operation, Thus, a charged official, .‘

¢_:inst.whom departmental action has been initiated,
cannot invoke the protection .f the saiu Article,
Further, the departmental proceedings, & charged

officer! is never asked ‘to ..ake self-incriminatiung
statements., He is only expected to explain his defence,
' Therefore, the contenti:.. of the aprellant that holding
of a D%gartm@nfal ifguiry while a ¢ 'nal case is
pending would amount to infringement of Article 20(3)
of the Constitution of Indiz is not fou I acceptable.

Tie appellant was provited all reasonable »nRoOr—
funitids to Gefer” his case againgi the charces levelled
against him., Havin; failed to make use of such chanc- -,
the appellant now.seexs to get t.e punis! tzni order
set sside on the plea unsccep'able that iie Departiental
Inquiry preceded¢ .° 2 prosecution, _ have zlready
aiscussed this poin. and hcld that the contention of
the appellant is incorrect. He has not come up with
an, new facts in support of his contention nor heg.he
discussea the ¢hargss fre. .d ajalnst him in lie Rule~14
Inquiry. I do not, thereforé, finC any reason to
intervene in tae matter or interced on his behylf,
The orﬁer of dismiscal issued by the Disciplonary
authority. shall, tnerefore, have_to -Tand, The anpeal.
is, *:erefore, rejected, ' ;

| et

N F\. (H.~AJEN | PRASHE)
: : chief Postmagter~Gener-
P . ALF.Circle, Hydl
- / | .
L Vool "

{.py to: ' o
1. The appellant throggh the Sr.Postimaster, ‘SECU DERABS

— H.Co 500 004
2. The Director of Postal Services, A.P.iirtie.n Region
hyderabad-500 »O1
. The Sr.Supdt., of Post Offices, Secunderabad Divi.

; Secunderabad. ,\»‘
L, 1.e Sr.Postmaster, Secunderabad 500 .09 o

4 ' ‘ - . ., . oy
5. E‘ile, 6, Spa;.-‘;. [ r‘ | ‘

i
LB ) '
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- %¢/' , ' B h;llL’
& ;:;J .,.'\"jT. ‘;F :'.;J.A e LE:‘;:';_', V.t.‘l P‘\..'::l.'f'; 2
¥ Cfiice of the Chie;_R.H.G., A.P. Circle,BEyderabad=500 00 ./25
" No.STAM3-1/1/¢9 " dated at Hyd., the 27.2,1990

Read the iollow&ng:=

": : 1., Memo. No,RDH/ST/20~5/1/88 dated 18.7.88 of the @
: . Director of Postal Sqrvices}\A.P.Nortne;atﬂegicn,
y Hyderabad=500 001 o .

| 1 2, appeul dated 18.7.88 of Sri B.Laxuan Rao, |formerly
a 3:3C”her connectca recorus.i
" ' - L s
. ;
ri
e " fhis is an appeal from Sri B.baxj:n Rac, formerly
"' LSG Ph. Secunderabad H.0,., apgain«t theloruers of his
RS fro  servic - ordered Ly the DPS AP I}, Hydera-
" dad vile Hemo No,RUH/S51/20-5/1/88 dated 18.7.'€8,

|
i The appellant was proceeded against undei Rule-14
i ~% the (oS (LuA) Fules, 1965 for commissidn of Wfra -
| i.. Savings Bank account and Cash Certificates. The
o  mppellant did not participate in the inouiry and the
! f ' Inqu;r{ was, *&‘her‘efot‘e, Condtcted (:_;)(....Ea.L te, The

2T RL ER

“ Dis iz inary authority hxxes|| .- R fhe appellynt
froa ervice basii_ his decipgion on the result ofiihe
' ingquiry. In the apneal, T find ' that no mention has
‘been made about charses of misar ro;riation but the
‘appellant relies i.c.:vily on techn cal aspec®s of the
rale=-14 inquiry, oeivy ivstituted «hile a - :
case vag pendin, tr..l. Jne officinl was glven an
opportunity to prove his irnccence vis-a-vis the
Ccharres framed ajainst bim, The opportunity was 1ot

4 avzilgﬂ:of by rim.
' I have carefullv pone thirougn the a:»eal,

'i'J " ! Ve apret et osubn e Lhot the Inquiry report '
Qo was not suppli.d to him in advance to eni ble han to
submit his written brief to the : lsciplinary aulliosity..,
In 'this context the judgusent of Hon'ble CoA.To, Bomvay
» is referred to, In the ©CS (CCA) Rules, 1965, there
| is no merntion or stipuleation fo. the supply »f the
Inquiry report in.advance to the charged otficial erd
Y therefore such a {ourse could not be adopted T Py, G G
. The cecisions in C.A.T. are applicable to individuzl
0 casey ¢nd cannot ve eneral .ed or applicnble to all
o case% regardless of attendant circumrtanc « of ench
: . case} Thcrefore, the appellant canrot demcnd a copy
L Yof'the Inquiry report as .ere was no provision at the
4 H; " timejof holding the enquiiies into tuis case which
. 14 mzde| it incumbent to provide tic Inquiry rep oL in
Coa . advafice, :

R | The appellarnt mentiuvus that the . olting of ¢
o ' mental enguiry ‘sinultaneously cauen o Tl vl

I =l pending is curfrepy to Ule iules i insrinres
. Artilcle 20(3) ¢. the Con-titution ' Incia. Tt may

!

-
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No: 1-84/95-VP A L ERE

Government of India dﬁégmﬁ; VU
Department of pPost g7 Q@B
Dak Bhéwan, Sansad Marg, Wt N f]
New Delhi-110 001 ¢ o
A% Yo
b
ORDER ey
eAn== bated : 22 SEP 1995
SheBeLaxman Rao, Ex~LSG Postal Agsistant,
Secunderabad HO has submitted a petition 5e 495,

against the penalty of dismissal from service imposed,
on him by DPS, Northexn Region, H¥derabad, the disci=
plinary authority vide memo dtd, 18,7.88, and upheld}
by the Chief Postmaster General, A.P.Circle, Hyderabad,
the appellate authority, vide memo dtd, 27.2.90, {

2, At the outset, it is eeen that the ex-official
has preferred his petition after a gap of more than 5

ears from the date of the appellate order. Though 3

lhere is no time limit prescribed for preferring a
revision petition, a person wanting to peefer a petition
must do.So within a reasonable time and such reasonable
time cannot be more than 6 months, Any delay beyond Q

that would be unreasonable, The delay of more than J . .
years in the instant case, therefore, is too unreasoflable
to justify consideration of the petition., As regards the
acquittal of the petitioner in the criminal case against
him, itmay be mentioned that the same has got no beafing
on the disciplinary case against him, which was for | '
violation of departmental rules. --‘he-petition’ the%efore,
deserves to be rejected-on-the ground that it is beirdg

preferred after unreasonable delays t

3. In vicw of the foregoing, I do not find aﬂ@
justificotion to entertain the petition at this in-
ordinately delayed stage. o
' |

4e I accordingly, hereby reject the petition.k
Acrbloo v

' POSTAL SFERVICES BOARD
Sh.B.LLaxman Rao, ' g
Ex-LSG, PA,

Secunderabad HO i
House No. 6~7-55/52. b
Bansilapet, Secunderabad : t

(Through CPMG, A.P.Circle, Hyderabad), |
. |
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the yegprs 1985 and 1986 On 01-2-!1986 Shatle flussain donosited
an amountlof Rgal. 4,500/- in ils sgvin s Bank Account N0«375703
in ‘fedchal Post office. "¢ haonded over the said adlount along -
with Pass Dook !‘to the nccused at Ithe co inter, The accused returncd
the Pass book nTakin-_; an entry abo!ut the deposit of is.4,500/-

to the Baid Shalk Tlussain (LW2}, {On 10.3.19806, Shaik liussain

went to the Post office, ‘edchigl for wi tharawal ofilg.1,000/=.

The accused gmflc 15.1000/~ to 5hal'm lussgin and retagined his
Pass book stat:j.[ng that it is mq@rec_l for adding interest for
the year 1985—53?6. llo & issucd nirecelpt of peo book showing the
bal~nce of "»a.%’.?’i‘)/- after allowin: withdrawal of u.1,200/-

in For . No.28. Subsoquenily the deeused returned the pass Look

/\iﬁ“; stating that tfje intercst was noé added by L e lead osiice ond \” .
J.";"J: ntatta‘@ took back the receipte. 'I‘hie secused did not credit tie doposit
{7 ot Re.4, 500/~ and debit the vitidraval of 541,000/~ dte 19-6-1936
b:‘('\ .::1.;"111 the accoun Ls of ledchal Post otffice i.co in the Savinis Dank

W &

Long Dook and ..v[ub-oiflce Acco.mt] After dcducting tace 1mthdr;_wal

of Rs.1,000/- ‘;t‘ghe net amount of wisarpropriation in 3.JeAccount

words:175 ~ ) :
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IN THE COURT OF THE JUDLMAGISTRATE OF FIRST CLASS AT MEDCIIAL
Sl .. PRESENT:: SAI S.RAIAIAL, BeCOf?e, LLeBe

JUDL,M AGISTRATE OF IST CLASS

: Dated this e 16th day of Tamiory, 1995.
CeColN0 o248 Of 1992

; Betweoni=

The Sfate through Sub-Inspoctor.
of Police, Medchal PS.(Cr.No.103/86) «oComplaingnt .

And

. ¥

B.Laksliman Rao 8/0 Balaiszh,
e: 79 yrs, occiEmployee, ,
?90, Bangilalpet, Secundergbad. oeAccused.

‘ This case coming'on for final lle};ring before ac today in

.I] . -
tl the twesence of APP for the comnlainant and of Sri P.Nzi sinba

Reddy, Agqvocate for the accused, having heard and havin]; stood

il

TS A i
TSN ey _
¥, wod . over for consideration, this court delivercd the followin ::

|
I
Lo HEY Ry

_? ."—.&‘bmﬂ'h

e .

A R .

| e e

a Whe e . .

B 7 < $s JUDGMENT 33
"‘3“‘-"? . i \
A -

3!
WS ! -
L TEEe—— 3. 3 s X :
\ ﬁ%; ,/"‘“' The Sub-Insnecto# of Police, Medchal Police station
‘,IO-‘”‘-'A"-"’"’ 1"."";\.:" .
: ""’8&’_&9?-;11@ charge-sheet against the accused for the offences under

E/

Ry o2 O

oy hedit Y,

'.q“m M . . 3 3 .
w gections 409, 420 and 468 I.P.,Ce witiy the Tollowing alliez;atlonsx-

1 The accused worked as SubPost Haster, Mcdechal Post oflice in

V ~

wordsii'?‘); ,
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credit the amount of ©.2,%)0/- in the Accounts of iedchal Post_

| ]
office. Smt‘:.T.Na.gamani (LW6) mveated its 4,000/~ in ledchal Post

office by P‘L’mchasing Nationall Savin.s Cert iftcates, in the wmonth

over tho atount of lgek,000/~- to the

of November’, 1385, She handed

opgwith the apnlication. The accused gsblked hor to
l

come and co,lllect

accused al
ti;e Certifi?ates four or five daya heregi ter.

f | .
Tho noousod nrePored 40 cart.%noatoe bonring Nos.C/1% 878295 to
|
878334 of Ra.iOO/- denominuuon oacli dte 25«11-1985 and gavo the

sgme O Smt.‘l‘ Nagamani e But lllle did not bring ff;o tae Account of the

e s
uﬂrﬂ f‘gale pro&eods of the gbove certxficates of :ledchal Post office

'mﬁ:ﬁ 3
;: ,--.r- Y A .did mlrt credit the a-nounlt of Rs.4,000/~ in the cash account.
A e '*"‘
: ﬁ.&ﬂs 3 64 eert,if.l.cates of 154100/~ denomination each were deducted fram )

A
- the Stock book oi Medchal Post office by the accused without

. i‘\‘-a"- I
\- " nothing the date of 1ssue, dmt.NeSaraswatil Devi (L7) invested

urchasing datiounal Savings Cartificates

Topy " RBed, ooo/- on 3-6-1986 by L
o She handed over the ap-:;l.icatlon alonzwith Rs.11,0 33/~ to the

Accuseds« The accused msucd.iono. certificgte bearing HoeL/14




Y
d

: ,fic:!'(': 15
hab b

A Pt BN

[ 8

e Pafishad IIi:h school, Aliabad gave H8,2,/00/- to Te.Swamy (1

$8 5.3

No.375763 is R8.3,500/~. Tae accused clso misappronrinted an

anount of R§.,1000/~ frou 21-2-1936 to 15=-0-1986 and N8 e3, 500/

nermanently. On 11-2-1986 the accused had withdraim o n aaou

of R6.2,500/- and on 10 =%-1986he withdrew an aount of ilg.1}

nt

533/ -

I
from the S.B.Account N0.375329 belonzing to leV.Raila Rao (L¥3) by

forging the signatures of M.V.Rama Rao on the withdrawal for
There are no corresponding entries in tho pass book of Rang
The entrios anbout these withdrgwals wore modo in the Sub-ofl
Dally Account, s.B.Ligt of Transactions and in the Savings
Ledger Card. M.V.Rama Rao disowmed his siznatures on the

aplications for withdrawals, and alao doniod having withdry

such amounts, K.Krishna Murthy (L¥k) , Tcad master of Zilla

S8e
Raoe

1co

Innls

wil

5)

‘Postagn, ‘Modchal for purchasc of Notional Savings Certificatos

in the names of 12 Tenchers. This anount being the DeA.Arrenrs

"ﬁﬁd to bo invegted in a Post office by Purchasiny National

Savings Certificates. To.Swamy (L'5) gave the said agmount alo

ng

with 12 ap~lications to the accuseds The acecuscd had prepared

o4 cash certificates of each R5.100/- denominstion on16°110L985

\ ,
agsigning registration numbers, pgut tho accused did not

words 175 ~

correc:ﬁ’//
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] | .
Handwiring EJ{Pert to comparc o sauc with the sign‘ature of .

L . ‘
M,V ,ama Rao ”Pn the Apnlications for withdrawals. The accused

. | . .
gurrendered op 22-2-1987. The misappropriated amount was paid to

the Postal Departaent by the accused.

The casei 'was taken on file azainst the accased for the
offences undqr' sections %09, 420 and 468 IPC. *-henjthe accused
appeared befdfre this court, after furnishing the conies of
documents to. him, he was oxauined under scclion 239 Cr.P.Cs
Charges under, sections 9, 11.30 and 403 1. P.u. woTe froed

v phabd «Bﬁ;ﬂi\"‘*t tie dceused, renG over |and explained tiie .Jane in Telagu

\
N t%g ‘gio accusgd. ile denied the sLfence and plcpded not zailty.
. &Y

P ‘Q [
};}.‘ﬂ‘ To pro’ve its'jcase apainst the r!ccused, tae prosccution exaadined
¥

i
&:_ vy A
%

b
e nnnt. Pyg, 2to B are tho witnosacs vo tuoc transactions and PW)

Lr,
\*“'48 the investigating officer. After thie prosecution closed its
ease, tho accused was oxamined{under scction 315 Cr.P.C. anl he

denicd the offences le 4id noi gdduco any evidunce on his bohalfe

words 175 ri
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149802 ofle.1000/- denomination and two certificates bearing Nos,
F/4 974404 and 974405 of Rs8,9,000/~ deiomin tion each to Smt,
M.Saraswathi, But ne did not credit the sum of Hs.ii,OOO/l in the
cash account of Medchai Post office. bLrough Invoice No.7|Dt.

6=3-1986, Trimulgheery Post office supplial the National Savings

: l
- Certificates hearing Nos.BiZ 119802 to 119807 (l'ive gcrtiﬂfcates),

and throighllnéoice Dt. 5=5-1986 the N,S5.CB8. bearing Hos.E/23
636767 to 636781 (15 certificates) of 841,000/~ denomination and
,!& 97440 to 974h06 (3 Nos«) of Rs5,.5,000/- denomination €ach to
Medchal Post office, These cortificates wore not catered il the

:ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁock Register, oven thouph the above cartlficates were recelved

"l “0’0

h@i ’a accused under agcknowvledgment, The total uwlsaprrorriation

. ' 4] ‘;\ A .

'®,,mmﬁﬁted}by tho nceuged 46 Ro,24,900/-. On rocolpt of g ronort
. S

73korth Dﬂ?iaion (') a casc in Cr.No.103/86 was repistored!y The

Hﬂgtatements of the witness-.-verc rocorded and the documonts yere

collected., The signatures of the accused (as HuV.laan Rao )| were

obtained in the presence of panchas. They were sont to the

. words$175

correc:
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o . N
shared in a mutually conveniént manner. Fwei visited Medchal
Post office on 4-9-1986 At that time the gccused was working as
SubwPost Mastor, Ghat.[:esar. Prior to that he worked a8 Sub~Post
a8 ter, ‘ied-chal. In his cross-examination Preq statod that vhon . )
he visited riedchal Post office, the strength of tho staff was
gix, that t.aere were specified daties to each staff member, that
one Shabhir . -ali was working as Pogtal Assiatant in lMedciial Post
Office, that gencrally the “ostgl ASsistant ducs the aonetary

i
transactions like Savings Bank Accountand Sgvines Coo tli’icatoﬂ

otc. under 'Lhe sunarvision of thc Past Master. v

s GY tat rJ,,
;&,@6 :'n,, 'f;.\nme case of the Prosecution is that the accused received
r"\t

i;:jw‘,RQaﬁ '590/- from P72 to derosit the B8amne in Wls SeD.Account and gave
-t. -4

£ an émodnt of R5.1000/= to him when he intended to withdraw the said

x ‘g amount- ;rom his SeBe Account, uint the ~cousod did not credit and

tﬂu-m-wnvn-mh-mmmaxaxmu XoR-Rux3ihx

1 MEEL

Rz debit the ahove acounts in T\the SeleAccount of Pw2, that the accused
1

withdrew an aMount of R844,000/~ from the S.3.Account of Pw._a by

forging two apnlications for wltthdrm-mls, and did not credit the

amount of Rg.17,400/~ being the salc proceeds of tae National

?
wbrds 175 . E
correcs / - 1
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The Point for consideration is whether the prosccution

o il

40, 42) and 468 I,P.C. beyond reasonavle doubt ? ‘

¥ohd ﬂussain(PU.i) worked a8 Asst.Saperintendent of Po
offices, Northi:Sub-Civision, Sccunderahad fron 1986 to 1990
Medchal Post office comes under the sald Sub=divisions The

of Pw;i was to detoct and investigato into cﬁaea of fraud,

Post office 18 a *B* Clas Post office. In a *B' Closs Post

arart from Sub-Post :astier, there will be a Postal Assistan

The-Postal Assistant attends to the Savings Bank Accounts, |
Hemornndum of Distribution of work (M.De.¥.) was Prepared an

‘% @”ﬂ ubf éd by the office of the Sr.Superintendent of Post off

Jl

%g«_ﬁ&cutﬁai’a‘bed to Hedchal Post office and according i

ﬂ‘ﬂ‘*
. J!(s . ol 4
ﬂv 6 thgt on enquiry Sri Sabir Ali, Postal Assistant stated that

ﬁhﬁ faasti e -
““ﬁﬁé absence of Mamorandum of Distributhon of worl,

r

" words 175 oo

correctp” ) o »

ce8

p—

to it t.he

%iav;n '8 Bahk work should be mrformed by the Postnl Assistant

has

nroved 1ts case against the accused for the offences under Fections

st

*

‘duty
Jdodohal

office
te

The

1CES8,

W
N b unﬂer the suﬂervision of the Sub-Post :pster, In Ex,Pe1, W1 stated

in

tho worg wait
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gtated that s;f.xaik [lussain informed him that the accused obtained

‘ i for the Purposc of adding thc interest by issuing
r-eceipt in Il"orm No+SB 28 and Z;fter some tiae, he rcturned the

Pass book Btnlting that there is no 1ntereat to his account and

took back the‘receipt, that on gccount of this he (PWi) came to the

conclusion thé.t the accused didknot deposit tho amount of N8.4,500/ -

in the Post Office account aml viaen Shailiussain intended to

withdraw Rs.i.OOO/- the accusedTnimself arranced the payment irok(

his rocket and uiganrropriated Ehe amount of U543,500/=. According :

to PWel bo recorded the statenent of Shaik Ilussain(Pw2) .According

tg the Proaectlltion. Pue2 deposit*.od an amount of fiis 4,500/- in

ol t«,a‘

/ﬂ‘ :, ug\{’y&,pccomlt N0+375763 and thou(,h this awount was mentioned in
J§‘ ¢
t.; ¢ &wg* Paag lqbok ‘of PWe2, the Bam*was not montioned ia k& the Sub=

- L2
L<d “.1 P
i’e p:t:tice DaiI;,r Aecount, S.,D¢ Li st,Lof Trangactions and the sSavings
,ﬁ \E ¥,
\@\ " Bank Ledge;' Card. The Proaecut:.on filed the Sub-0ifico Daily

“.- ﬂ' P
NG 'M hecount (Ex.P5) S.B,List of ‘I‘ratgsactxons (Bx. PG) and S.B}Ledger
* Ranpe

a. : i
ard (Ex.P7) » 1Teege documents show that there is no entry of
| L
1
| |
d
correes - ‘*
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- Re.&,500/-, h

Savings cortificatos and a8 such he nia

of RE,24,s900/~ 28 sub-Post Master of lledchal

cross-examination P1.1 Stated that on

‘ Medohal Post office, the accused was working

offica, T7e1 has not stated the

ab gub-Post '1aster of ‘ledchnl Post officcCe

- Py.t stated that on

in rospect of thoe S.BeAccount ofshalk I

Shalk [lusgain was havl
in the.Pags Book there wad deposit

of R841,000/=, that oo he eatoxtainod.

o called for thc Pag

that thero was 0

: IQ\I\

1&€tpe ccount Books,
530/~ by £il1ling

3es L

’l him that he dovosited ek,

n.the Pass Dook, tiat

Fl

intonded 4o withdraw ab gnount of B Ge

h;m by making an entry in the Pass Dook,

Rs.1,000/= was also not deb

wordssi7?9

correc:

anpropriated a tot
the datc of his vis

period in which the accud

voriiication he foﬁnd gone discl

asgain(2),, that
n? S, e AcCOANT 1D Modchal Post
of Rae%,500/= and withdrawal

doubt gboat the deposit of
s book gnd verified the
o correspondin entry of the depogit of]:

that -~hen enguired shalk assnain
1

1,000/~ the samo
that this ano

ited in the Accoun? Books,

Post office,

al amount

In his

at thathesar

it to

ropanclies

Post

ed worfied

tho sald

a Dayelr

an

gubge: aently

oei0

oflisce,

“S 01!’ 5’.)3/9 "
ind ormed r

-glip and

was glven to|
unt of

: ]
Plel furth.er I
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l
trnn»actioﬁ

i

vhion ho




¢ 12 8

used to withdraw the emounts from his account. He specificalljf
atated fhat therc was no variption in amounts de-osited by hi:ni"
or in the anounts withdrawn by him in his pccounte "¢ stated that
the accused, who worked as Post Mastor of Medchal Post of £i.ce took
his nass book at one time saying that he will adjust the intercst |
to his acccunt anmd rotarned the same in about five or six days
and in the pass book be did not make an éntry about the intercst. )
P71 has not stated that on 21-2-1986 he denosited an amount of -~
RE4%,500/~ and on 16-0=1986 he withdrew an griount of }s #1000/~ £rom
his S.BsAccounts llis only evidence 15 ithat he used to deposit the
pmounts and withdrav the same from his account and that there is
no vaiation in the amountse. Tho Prosccution has rot adduced th;( T,
.:e s :nosj.tive evidence that on 21-2-1986 P72  derosited Beo4,500/~ and
ﬂ —withclrmtr Roe1 4000/~ on 16-6-1986, It is not also the ovideuce of
O Piiel, tha'l.. he deposited iSek%,500/= on 21-2=1936 and withdrew an
mno mt of Ra+1,000/~ on 106~56-1936, iliere gre no entries in the

“j‘,: '?Sk:ou_nt Records of 'lodchal Post Office that Pi.2 derosited an amount

ﬁ'_f‘:‘,:o'_ggﬁs.lx, 500/~ on 21-2-1986 and withdrew au amount of RSel1,000/- on

words:i175
gsorrec.

eelloe




makim* anb 611t.rY only in the Pass Dooke [.P3 ip tuc .;ub- Qffice

Dally Account Lx. PO is tho Sl List of Trausactions and! DxoP o1

. ! "r{‘tu_d ;
;»“ g bt

- A7

gt
ﬂr" 11

Ly

P .

v,
5

o
.;‘_. a2 l[T

L Qateyd

an entry in the Pass ook about the deposxt of Rse't, ,OOA

'Zthub»In @eotor of lolenhones aL Iedohal. o plated thatl

B Sav}ngs Banft Accoxnt in the Post Oifice, iedchal, that ae usod

denosit of Rs.4,900/« on 21--2-1986 in respect of JoBoACWOUHt Noe

37576), The further caso of theProsecutxon i1s tiat on

16=61986, Pi,2 withdrew an amount of RSe1,000/= froa hiF savings
Denk Account, that tﬁe accusced himself arranged the payuent of
thhou£

2 SRS
Ny

this amoznt from his pocket and paid the samx Yo

makiné an entry about this amount in the Post cffice Accounts and

l

|
is the Pass Book oi’ P'-*.Ea In fus, 178 and r9 t.he withdraw'll of the

amount of *13,1.00:)/- is not mentioncd. In uao .11 Pass bon[c t.here is |
ol 21-2-86‘

awi an entry about the withdrawal of R8.1,000/~ on 1bn6”1)86

To ?rova that on 21=2-1986 PW.2 denosltod an auuunt of dda )0J/~

a

i
1 'L

ﬂﬂ¢1¢Q§ﬂ/~s the Prosocution exanined Pwa 2, Pv.2 ig uo:kﬁng a8

ie Openod

ﬁ hiﬂ 3.0.Account ant on 16-0-1986, ke vithdrow Qi anohnt of

nmgﬁdeposit the amounta and "hencver hic was in nced of 4oney, he

|

wards:175 - . | |

correczr//
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the S,B. Liﬁt of Transactions; Ex,Pe17 18 the Pass book of Pwﬁ‘
and ExX,P.18 18 the S,B;Ledger:Card. In all these documents, tuere
are entrieaiéhowing that an a%lount 0L 0542,530/= was withdrawn on
11-2~1986 anﬂ an anount of Rsh.ﬁood«- vos wlthdrawn on 10 -4;1986,
from tho S, E.Account No.379582 9. Pifei stated that hiilo cheoocking
the Snvin{;a Baniz ledger of P"B. he found corrociions and over
writings, that on verlfication. oi s.n.za receli’ Upoi he calic to |
know that the accuscd obtained tho Pase Look of Pw,3 for adding
the interuqt, that as PTJ:; was not avallable, hc obtgined tho
extract of tho accoint zmd ent to the Head Post OLflco for vcrifi-
cntion of the account, ifuat thore he found thatl tiw Pass Doolk of

e P73 was -mt at oll sent to tue Head Oifice Ior adding the interest,
.u;,'o w3

.,—r*"iihat he also fomd that two transactions of witidrawvals one of

., AN
d @ RS—=«-503/- and the otaer of Rga1,500/~ were not noted in tlLe account

- N
§&°

§ books of ‘Iedchal sub=Post office, that then he canc to the conclu-n
4 ot -

?ﬁ =2 sion th,;;t \.here was mspmz'onriatmn of 38,4,000/= in respect of
&.b,_

,g‘

\;’ b fACCQunt of P35 by the accused, According to the Prosecation
““the accused had withdrawn an amount of -i5.4,000/- from the

S.B.Account of PU.3 by forging the signaturcs of Pw3 on the applications

for withdrawnls. Bx,P2 is the application Dt.11-2-86 for withdraul of

[8,2,500/= and Lx.Pe3 1B ﬂlé; apnlioation Dto10~4-19806 for i thdrmwal

words :175 ' 1'
i
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16-6-1986, There is no accentable evidence to show that it‘is the
accused who male the entkics 1n the Pass Dook (ExePuli) Simnly

because there are entvies in ieP.14 that an amouant of s

11590/-

was denosited on 21-2-1986 and an amount of U5e1003/~ was L“thdrawn
on 16-b-1986 it cannot be concluded that the accoused JiSnppropriatcd
an amount of Nse3,500/= belongino to Pv.2. ‘he stateament Sqid to

hagve been reaprdad by T7.i froa Pire2, walch is uarked gs Li.P.io, is

not a substantive Plece of evidence. No rellance can be plaﬁod on

thls otatemont. In this coart Py.2 has clearly steted that there 1s' Ko

variance in the aaounts denosited and withdrawn by him ffomibis.

Savings Bank Account. Therefore, it car be concladed that tiae
ﬂ;,U”Prosecution £giled to prove that the accused misavpronriated|an

i

&&“mgamount of T8.3,500/~ belonging to tho Savings Bank Account qf Pela
‘._ £, |
Lo !
* ifhe further case of the Progecution 18 that the accused|

: r |

withdrev on goount of L8542, 50)/- on 4421936 qnd an aidount Af

art

.“ h‘ - ‘p’

500/= 0a 40 -1=-1936 by forging the aprlications of withdqawals
\

'meﬂﬂmuirem thu Savings Bank Account of P'3 bearing W0.375329. Ex.BJ12.
e

is the Sub-0ifice Daily Account, ExX.P.id ig the S.l.List of “

Transactions, £x.P14 is the sab-0fiice Daily Account, ExX, Pe15| i8

words.".i‘]‘b/ ) | {'|
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Post Office, that at the timo of opening tize nccount, his spec:g.gen
signgfures were obtained, thnt vhenever he withdrew tho ancunta,
he nged te Cill up the entries in the withdrawal foras, that Exs.
‘P73 to P75 ::;re the t-fi;‘:.hdrawal foras subaitted by hin, that vhen he
sent his Pass book o e Ilehd office to iaclude ':';'uo' interest,

the liead Df;ﬁicc Peo 1le sipted that the amount shown in his pass
book is not :avai].able in their records and roturned tho pass booke

Ile says ﬂm’b_ Lo caso Yo hnow that the ofiicianls ox .ledchal Post

' i ]
0ffico are resvongible for the varigtions of iuc suiount of Rg 4,006/ =

in his account, In his cross=exganination bhe stated that vlhigtever
amount he derosited was mentioned in is pasy booli and wiatever &
aount he denosited he withdrew the sae. le also gtated that he

did not siate before the Police that when his Pass Look was sont

g
; :ﬁgﬁ,étc 1;he Ilead Office for adding interest, tho Ilead 0ffice people

:\Jgtufkd thint tha anoun: 3 mentloned in hio Pass Look sre not availa-
W, ’blo *1) their records pnd. returncd the Pags Booke According to I3,
vhatsvar amounts deposited by hin were withdraowm by hifa, Exg,I2

anﬂ,l"j were not shown to this witness. PW3 hins not statod that

Y, U

:h age signatutes on Bxs.P2 pnd P3 do not bolong to him. Ile has alseo

wordsi175 |
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&, DE ot
o,
‘ \:?2“% FY3 18 vorking as Sub=Lngpector of ielevhcnes in Medchal .

-

. :
a8 "M.V.Rama Rao" by the accused in the panchanaia (ke

. who witote the red enclosed si Tngtures marked St, 32 and J to S13

. 5o aninion cagn he given on the juthorshin of tac red enclosed

s 45 23

i
of P8,o1,500/- f£roa the S.B.Account No.375329 belonging to Pv,31 Ex, Pil

is the nomingtion form gubmi tted by PV3 at the time of opening S.3,
Account in Hedchal Post ai’.Lice Exs.P2 to P4 yere sent to the
1‘!am~wr1t1ng_Exnart. to compare o spume with the gicn-tures written

P76} and

~also the aignatures as "M.VeRaup Rao® wade by the accused in tho

OY:fen court gsnd with the aduitted si ngtares oﬁf -PY3 on ExyPh, The . .

;gdxz_l;l.t'hod siznatures on Gx P4 g9 S1 and 52 and the signatunx'ou made by i

accusod a8 "M,V.Rama Rao® as S3 to S13. e oplned thnt th person

did not write the red cmcloscd gignatures morked ¢ to Nil and that
|
signqmres marked O to Qhe The Prosceution has Tniled tJ:a prove that

t&'xe aLr .qturcs marked ag @1 to Q4 on o P2 and P35 are thpt of the

N
i »3{3 accuseﬁ. Eenco the case 'of the Prosecutlon that the accuged forged

a;}\ \"% he c'ifrnaturoa of PW3 on Gxs, P2 gnd P3 L8 not truc.

Ny
L

He stated that he opened an SelleAccount in dedohgl

words 3175
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National Savings certificates of Rs.2,400/- in the naues of 12
‘l‘aachera.‘ that he redeived 24 N,S.Certificates of 15.100/- aenox'?i&-
nation each, PW4 is working as Postagn in Hedchal Post office, Ile
stated that PW7 marchased Notlonal Savings Certificates from
Medchal Pdst office, According to the Prosecutlon, PW7 gave tho
amount of R5.2,%0/- to PWwh and PW: purchasod tho Je.S.Certificntes |
from Medéhal Post offices But PW7 says tbat he uimself mrchased‘ *
the certiﬁoates and PWs 8ays that he did not state before the
Palice that PW7? gavo hiu Rs, 2,1530/- and he (Pw4) purchascd the
Cortificates. PW.h gdmitted that che Shabir Ali was dealin,; with
the S.B.Accounts of iledchial Fost office. PWH atated that sho

donosited an amount of Re.4,000/~ in Modehal Post oiilcs, that Yo

the accused gave her 4 \Iatz.onal Savim,s Cortificateu, tiat she

:;W” BT ..
“ @MN gave the amount to the accuaed anﬂ after matur ty she obtainocd

o,

i« _\.,;__;.“-,_;the amoint of these Certificates. PUB -stated that on 3-06-1986

\;‘é‘ horsoll nad hor huaband Prased sharua wont to o flodehnl Tost

.'.‘i"Offlce*'Fnd Purchased Natlonal Savings Certificates of the value

_?q\f"'—‘r‘ . ,:oi’ Rs.‘h,OOO/—, that they paid 119.11.000/- and he gave them the

- H i certificates of the value of RS5e14,000/~, that tkme three months therd
!

wordss175 o
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not.stated that hc did not withdray tie omounts mentioned in Exs,

P2 and P3, The withdrawal of amounts under Exs,P2 and P3 were

mentioned in all the relevant rocords of Medchgl Post offica, Pwe3

has not stated that he did not vi thdras the amounts mentioned in

Eg,P2 and P3. The Prosecution has not proved that the nccugsed

forged the signgtures on Exs,P2 gnd -P3, Simply because the

withdrawal of the amounts of Rg.2,500/« on 11-2-1986 and R58.4,500/- .

on 10+4~1986 was not mentioncd in the Pass book (Bx.P17) it cannot

H

be concluded that the accused misappropriated the amount of

N94%,000/~ from the S.B.Account of Pv.3. The gtatement of llws, gaid,

_ ‘bo have been recorded by PW.:[ which is marfced as Ex.P,16, ils not

’;@i""n Substantive Pieco of evidence, and as such no reliance cin be
L\@d

' “Jw

'vl

!_

.

N

t”
PE&
1})

lm whptever amounts he deposited in his S.«Be dccount wore

ﬁfiraxmt by him., Therefore it can bo concluded that the prose

“'has fhilod to rove that ‘the accused meapnroprigted ~n aa

‘5"'&3.4,000/- from the S.B.Account of PW.Je

" PU7 worked a8 Head . Master, Zilla Parishad High School

Aliabad. He stated that in the year 1985 or 1986 he obtain

-

v}orﬂ931?5

correc: r/
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-
of Rs,ioof/- ﬁeno_mination @ach to PS5 and one Certifiecate of ns.mooj.‘-
denominafion and two cerﬁificatos of 18e5,000/~ denoaination cach
to Pw8, According to the Prosecution, the accused did not enter
these amo nis in the Accounts of Hedchal Post office niid mig-
appronriated the sane, Exs.'Pi9 to P72 are tho National Savings
Certificates, applications for rarchase of iI.5.Certificates,
Sub-0ifice Dally Accounts and the Statements of the rersons in
whose namies the N,S.Certificate were rarcnasede P'.1 stated that
he verifiod the stock of National Savings Certificgtes of Jladchal
Post olfice and cross=-checked the samn with referciuce to the -
“fpeords malatained by Triualzherry ilead Post 0ffice, tiat he

s A -
Rt e ”0\3 3'.‘ ¥, A
B 4 7 that#there is discrenaney of the certificates amounting to

: * s li%": a, that when guostioned the sccused stated that everything
is n‘i‘a#ﬂ.able at “fedchgl Poat office, that they decided to take
the adcusod to Medehal Yost office, that the seoused went to his

}wusc at Securnderabad and eque out t-:i*}:h a pocket and asked thea to

come to Medchal Post office alongwith him, that they went to the

wordsii75

corrocs i
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after the Postal officials came and took the Certificates £
N and they received the amount after the expiry' of the period}

In bher crose-examination she stated that her busband looks

their Bank and Post office works, that after her husbend

m filled the forms, she signed on the Same, -that her hus
the amounta for the purchase of Certiflcates and wat shc di

sea who received the cash in the Post office. Toush in her

emmmation-in-chief, Mg statod that sto poid ...u.ii,OOO/.,.

accused, in her cross«-e‘.anination sihc stated that her husbgnd

¥

naid the cash in the Post office and that she 4id not see who

~

£ meewed tho cash in the Post office.
_.ﬁg,-; 8 g
XS ‘%. -

-

*me -case of the nrosecution is ﬂmt the accused recelveﬁ

?a,tao:)/,- from PW7, R8,%,000/~ from PWS and .5.11,000/~ froL

.lmifi'“: ssmd the National avingax Certificates to Lnem, that hel
.-.N
'f": ,;,, Fpsued ’24 NeSo.Certificates of 5,100/~ dencuinalion each in 15&
%‘:‘k{r'ﬁ

Ks ‘"na:mes to 12 Teachers of Z.P.dlgh ¥ School, AMlighad, &) N.S.Certificates

wordgs175 |
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Certif:l.lca‘tes at Medchal Tost oilfice at the time when he vorifimd
the ﬂtook it cannot ho Bniid that tho aceused i3z esponsible for
the Bame, 24 certiflcatea of lational Savings each of 15,100/-
danomination, i cert:.ficates each of 18,100/~ denouination, one
certificate of R8.1000/- denouination amd two certiicates each of, |
1845,000/ - denomination were issued to FWs, 7,5 ond 3 respectively.
ﬁgoordiné to the prosecution the sale procecds of Rs.i?,lbt)/-

-0f NoS.Certilicates was not;‘ eniered in the Accounts of ledchgl
Post offica. The Prosecutio'ln filed the 3ub-0f?ice Daily Account
-Statementg;s 0 shmv that the! above amounts werc not wmeuntioned in

‘ .
the Accounts of Medchal. N \r .

dictal .
;; ’:eraﬂ:% ‘In his Croaa-examination M1l Says that one uh'}blr Ali

ff‘fb,:) e _“,.../'sﬁ

f,f,;" 3 ‘MoB ém‘[tihg as TPoslal Aaﬂis“tant and Zenorplly tho Tosinl

'\"dmssist. nt“ doas the mouetary transnctions like Savinzg lank
a

n
VEROAR, L]
L

P by Aacountﬁzﬂ savings Certificates under the sum rvision of Sub-
5 ;. Post Maf

r, According tothe Prosecution, Medchal Post office
s "”‘B' Class Post Gffice land in a *B' Class Tost office, Savings
Bank wor!; is verformed by 1?9 Postal Assistant gs per the

Memorandum of Distribution of wark prepared avd supplied by the

words:175

correcs r/
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Head O0ffice, Secunderabad vhere the investigation was ;oing lon
-« _' and there the accused showed Boae bl certificatos amounting to
Mg e24,000/~ and plso rroduced the other records lifie applications

for Purchase of National Savincs Certificatés and Issue Fourigls

amountinz to 19,17,400/« P4 further stated that the accused

adai tted that hec utilised the amount nf ts5.,17,409/- relating|ito

the sale of N.S.Cortificeates, that he rromised to get the am&unt
within some time nnd subsecuently he npld the cnount of 21302&',900/- )

in two instalments. The Senior Suncrintcnient of Post officos)

Secunderabad in vhose presence, the Btatements of the accused|were

9nid to have been recorded is not examined beforo this court.
Ny
T , Tho Yroscoution did not produce tho Stock legletor of

.,:;rr ""gwi‘hﬂ National Savings Certificatos supplial to iedchal Post office.
2l Ty s
! % ‘_’\"’ .‘g}%efre i5 no disrute that the blank NeS.Certificates azounting||to

Iap

SR SN
‘r!: i Ra. 2&3000/- were mroduced by the accused by taling the same from

"#* r‘?’fﬂ quchal Post offices At the time wtlen Piesi is said to have verified
. ‘y\

3

the ptock of N,S.Certificates, the accuscd was woriing at
LA , _ {
fv , t Ghatkesar. Simply because PWel could not £ing the blank N,.S,.

-t

wordstt175
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fﬁﬂﬁiﬁ%aﬁnir ALis A8 the lend of Modchnl Post

\,&&

-

]. | >
enterin,.g the amountyg in the Suh-mfico Daily Account, The accused
as Sub-Pogt Master was only a r*uperw.aory officery over the Postql

Asglstent, It is opn: i the Postal'msistan'u wio receives tho nlloun Ly

of SavinZs Bank and National Sav%ng's Certificates and enters the

Sese in the Accoun‘s. g, 57 and 3 stnted tigu they recoivod the

Nationnl Savings Certificatos nnd af tor momnt.nity, they vithe
drow the amounts of the M,S, Certificatos, The cose of tho sceugod

is that whon the accised gnme to {:now about the digcre rnelog, |
the aceused g head of Medchal Post office took ap the reswoiuciblpe
ity of making Jo00d of tha agount, *that all taeaeabers of tho )Y .

8tuf? of the Medlhnl Post oifice c?nt.z ilmted the aaount of

524,900/~ and major sount we contributed by the Pogtal Aspistant

office, tho ace ged oy

"&ﬁ{!hﬂn'}ihle for tho lapses comﬁ,ttoﬁ Dy tic Postal nsalgtant,

y ~Simﬂ§.y because somo anounty worg not entered in e roeords of
é.

o _' e the Post offiec it cannot be cmcladacl that the pceugea misamro-f

m:iatcd the amounts. The prosecution hag not produced the cpsh

wordnsq75 '
correc? f/ :
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Divisional Suvcrintenlicile One Shabir Ali was tiie Postal hsSistant

vhen the accused was workin? os the Sub«logt Hpgster
A h ]

Molchal, P7e1 recorded the Statements of IM'se 2 nnd 3. Thie Statements

oi" the persong in wiigse names the N,S.Certificates wore issued
ware plso Focoriied. teither PWe.i, nor tho'invostignting o -ficer
recordod the statement of Shabir Al in tiic wmso. The nrfogeoution
has not exgmined the sald Shabir Ali befere this court, >-m6r'gava
any explanntion oy to:vhy the Statenent of shilir ALl waG not
recorded and as to why e seid Shobir Al was 20t oxauined
be‘for“e his court, Shobir Ali is an lﬂ‘[’xorual‘h vitiness for the

)

ivrosacution, Even gecording 1o the rrosccation tho sam Slightir

te

monetary transactions of Savings Bank uccoumtu aad the iurcliase
‘z
National Savings Certificates, Ther., iS no reason as ito wiy

ﬁma Jaiql Shabir’ "ALL was not prosecuted for aot entering |the

* >

. Sale p%noeeds of the Nati.onal Savings Coectificatos in the Accounts

LT

“ Qf‘ .Motial.al Pogt officeo At logst the evileance ol the SJ dShabir

Ah would have thrown some light on the case of the prc),secution

a8 to who exactly received the amounts and tie reason for not

words$i? 5/
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writing he will sgve lLin ond otherwvise they wll sacpend hLis
servi wg aikl ou tﬁat romige the gccused wrote the sthtonent.
The mosSecution has to prove the misarrorriastion Deyond doubte
The statemenls of tac accused caanot be talen into accounﬁ and
on the basis of those gtateucnts it canuot be conéluded that the
‘ Pruseuutioﬁ has -rovel the offence of alsarwomciation. Frou the
above discussion, T find that the rrosceation las £ailed %o wove
that the accused comaitied the wisaprropriation of the adodnt of
542 &,903/~ Therefore, I find that thic Prosccution has Zallod
Ato rove ius case azninst tho accuged for tuc olfcaces puuiahaéie‘

uander Scctions~ﬂ09, 20 and 468 I.P.C,

In the result, the accuscd 18 [ound not ;uily for the
offence¥yndar gactions 409, h20 qnd 468 I.7.Ce and as such he

=l }gwacquitted under section 243 (1) cr.l.c.
o2 :f.:s%a A
ﬁg'\;é 18l;:x
v %
.‘fﬂtb 3‘{7}“ yped to my dictation, corrected and provuounced by me in
5 v ol

e th\axg'pen court on this the 16th day of Fanuary, 1995,

Sd/«
Judl.uagiatrate of Ist Class,
Med ch al »

wordsii175
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registereX to show that vhe cash was nob remitted to the Account of

Post fficee For not entering the gnounts in the records, the Postal
Assistant is mainly responsible and the responsibility of |the

accused is only a supervisory. Till the Prosecutlion proved) that it

it cahnot be said that the accused is criminally liable fo]‘r

puniggments P7e1 says that he did not obtain ahy explanation froa
Shabir Alio. "he Postal Departuent and the prosecution coupletely:
let off the responsible paréoui and prosecuted the sub-Post|Master

who i8 only o superwisery officer, ‘fhe'prosecvttion filad the tywo

~pi | |
) ! statements dt. 6-9-1986 and B3-90-1986 rgrked as £isPetth stating that

the accused accented the misaprvopTiatiote In Lis cross~exgudnation
Myt stated ithat he :loos not (noy whoiher the sucused wrote tho
-gtatenent Dte 6=0-1986 voluntarily .or under cocrsioz ~ud wiether
Sri D.Al.lnhaman Khan, Sr,_su:wrintomlenﬁ of Powt oiiice threatened
H,\_w ex.accubed to give his sbatemmu else Le will be susgpended. 1t
?%,? 'Iflmé éf?ggested to PVt that the Sr.Superintengent of

5 a4t
}:ost\%flce Promised that it the gccused gives hid stptemént in

. -:"’_'\-‘:.-f""’ /
correc:

ig the accused who misavrro Yiated the auounts of the Post|office, -
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ExePe16 Statement of M,V.Raua Ra0(PW,G3e 3-D 86
EXsPei7 pass book of PW3, dt. 24294073

Ex,Pa18 S.B.ledger Card of HoVoRama Rao ( P We3) dt. 11-7-81.
EX,P,19 Sub officeDally Account dt. 26-11-85.

Ex,P.20 Daily Journapl dt, 26-11-85,

ExRe21 Statement of Narayana rao dte 19-9-86,

Bx,P,22 Statement of P.Narayann Rao (PW,5) dt. 15-9-86,
ExePe23 Apnlicntion of PWe5 dte 6-1-93.

Exe P o2k N,S,Certificate issued to Pw,5 dte Get-93,
Ex,P.25 Sub~0ffice daily Accoun di, 106-1-36,

BEx,P,26 Daily Journ  dt. 16-1-36,

Ex.P,27 N.S,Certificate of Purshottam dt. 16.11.85.
iX.P.28 Statement of Purshottanu dte 19-9-36.

Ex,P,29 Anplication of Purshottam,

Ex. P30 N,S,.Certificate of Buchireddy, dt., 16-11-873.

Bx, 431 Statement of Nuchireddy dt, 19-9-8G,

BxX.P,32 Amlicntion ofBudhireddy, dt, 8-1-83.

ExeTe33 NeS.Certificate of Innareddy, dt. 16-11-85.
EX. P 34 Statement of Innagreddy, dt. 19-9-86.,

Ex,Pa35 Annlication of Inngreddy, N

ExePe30 NeS.Certificate. of MdeOsuan Gte 16=11-85,
"XeFPe37 Annlication of Md.Osman,

Ex.T.38 N,S.Certificate of Rajana Anthony, dt., 16-11-85,
Ex.Pa39 Statement of Rajgna asnthony, dte. 19-9-86.

Ex, PL 40 _ =10 Ateb6=1-93,

Ex, Pek1: Application of sudhakarreddy

Lxe Pe42 Stateuent of K.Krishna Murthy (Py7) dt. 13-9-36,
Lx.Pe43 Sub office Dnily Account dte 16-1) =85,

Ex,Poitt Journal of N,S.Certificates dt, 16=10-85,

Exe. P45 Statement of Accused dt. 3-9-36,

MQP.&6 N.S.CGrtifiCate of. Anjireddy, dte 16—11-."35.

Ex, P47 Siatement of Angireddy dt, 19-9-36. _
EXaPeh8 Apnlication of Anjireddy, dt. 16-10-85,

Bx.Po49 N,S,Certificate of P,Ramuiu, dte 16-10-35,

iXe Pe50Stotemont of Ramulu, dte 19-0-86,

words:475
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APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE
WITNESSES EXA{INED

.FOR PROSECUTION: . ’ FOR ACCUSED

PW.1 Md,RBussain,

Bv.2 Shalk Hussain

p“.s M.V.ﬂaﬂla ran0.

Pw‘lg T.S"f&m}fc' T ' * ‘
P75 Nngamani - NIL
Pu.6 P.Narsingrao

PW.7 K.Krishnawurthy,

Pie8 Saraswathi Devi

Pw,9 K. L.Dovender rao

EXHIBITS MARKED

LX.P.i reporte.

Ex, ' & withdrawal form of Py,3 dt.11-2~86,

Ex,P.3 withdrawal form dts 10-4-86

Ex+Pe4 Arnlication for opening account dt, 11-7..37.
Ex.P.5 Sub-office daily Account of Medchal Post office,
Bx.P.6 List of S.Be.transaction dte. 21-2-86,

Ex.P,7 Ledger card dt, 16,2.85

Lx, 1‘ 8 Sub-0ffice Daily Account di. 16,6.380.

i =% o i e . :0 v o by o O fL oVe [
‘ '%mu%llx 9 s.l.Transaction Medcinl Fost ofiice dt. 10,6436

T A%y

oy, U%,P 10 Stntement of Shaik INussain ( PvW.2) dt, 4=9-30.

o, G5k Po11 Pass Look dte 23-0-02,

"‘B.ecﬂa.d 2 LSub-0ffice Dnlly account dte 11-2-36,
S1%.a13 SeD..List of transac.on dte 14~2-86.
_°.14 Stbe Yfice doily account dt. 10-4:-80,

7o Xy
1‘:::}?’0.‘15 q.i.:. L.i.St Oi‘ tr,"lna'ctlon dt. 10—!“-86.

028

]
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. Ex.P 51 Applwcation of Ramulu, dt, 16-10-85,
~4 Ex. P,52 N.S.Certificate of Harihera Sharwa, dt, 16-10-=35,
P,53 Statement of Harihars Sharma, dt. 19-9-86,
Px.P 54 Aprlication Harihars Shazmig, dt. 16- 10-85.
Ex,P,55 N,S,Certificate of Narayana Chary, dte 161033,
Ex,P,56 Statement of Narayan~ chary, dt. 13=9-86
ExePe57 A-mlication of Narsyana Llary, dte 183 -1-1993,
Lz.Pe58 N oS.Certificate of ,Vidyavatiti, dt. 10=-10-85,
Ex,P.59 Statement of K.Vidyavathi, dt, 19-0-30,
ExePel0 Aprlication form of Vidypveihii,
ExeP.01 NS Certilcate of P.S.weseley,dte 16-10-55,
X P62 Statenent of Ps.vesley-dt. 19-9-86,
Mx. P.63 Anplication of PS.vesley.
Exe Poblk Sub ofiice Dally Account,
ExeP.65 Recei te
IExe Te00 Letiere-
Bxe Pub7 N.S,Certiiicate ol Saraswathi Devi (Pw)
FJ£0P068 -l .
. FL,P 6) Statemeni of H.D,%.D, IraBad, dte 13"")-86.
Iy BDx,Te70 Statcument of Saraswathi Devi (PW3) dte 135-9-30.
B, f «71 Anplication ‘of Sarswathi Devi (PW.8)

: rkoP 72 Book of Receints,
ExePo73 Withdrawnl foru dte. 25=-u=85,
EX.!P i’* "ithﬁ-rnW'}l jOr'ﬂ, dto 7-8-85.
Exe Po75 withdraval form, dt. 16-2-85,
Ex.P,76 Saurie sign-~tures and handeriting ol Accused dle' {1-3=87.
r}\.o 0]7 FIR ’

_ Ex,P.78 Oninion of hand writiny expert dt, 235-3-80,

o JI{_‘,‘ . .

: -.Z..t 0l ACCUSKDS -

P -ﬁ\_\ -

e r:x.m. Portion of 161 Statement of PWel.
i Ex,D2: Portion of 161 Stateitent of PW.7.

s
2,

e sa/-
A LS Tudle.Ist Class pgistrate,
e A T Hedchal. '
T q'.'

“ 7 words: 100 o
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Col)y ! & , .
tobyﬂﬂir
-
correc: \




i, "‘
Lo ying, ARSI 1L, G2y Ho. 106 -
¥ e dhio oo Lowri of B L Sptcivee, anwia viadedy, D
I ' ! / ' 1
| . i Ryderabiod, _ .
/ o~ - : (’( ‘ ¢
|
A ”(., 4 . oo R DL S f
. A‘( ! '.‘&\ d'”"a f{{‘_,‘ '(f:"*d MR AL \}\"\‘ -"Hr“r}j‘ \ ' "\ e \» ‘\\k'\" \’\ \ /
I - ( s
! N
Oxe thousand nivie hundi2d anf il FAAS SRR N
2 Pnuéﬂmw. 1 /”
. ' d
1 ) L
. [ - (, \ q\ ~
The Hon'ble dir. Justice \/ = \Q\\?\MS/\ 3\’\93  §S URN \ PENE “F?(’“Y
_ “~giped— \
' Fhe-Hon bia M- Justics
nl cmwu@ APPEAL No. O] 0F 199¢
AL | 1 ‘ A 0. N J- ‘(./
P CCriminal Applufa o I (> e ( , f> ' . : f
' | <l olela |
= gamsb ‘the order {n ¢a. P?_JLK of 19922 _ X ey h‘ﬂg .

- , - T\&\ e (\Af"c"chmf* “C\'\ Ay QD“ "y f

on the file of the Court of the
Med Ned- ) | ‘
‘D"'/ L ;-#_i_)w”\

TN SG-?’ (ﬂ\\t‘\tikt(x)a'\ 75\\
#m{ \ﬁ\ \‘}M’ } f\r”\m\kmn \ f\m\w \(11

A /\\(\

¥ \J\_.V»(_?_; \fWWT.hf\’\'.

TWEREL L

o —Appallonte
g Gt Q) 0
Q‘T—' /\,\ ,ﬁﬁ bﬁn)\ :Eg,ﬂ 1"”‘me

L\.,().

J’

Respondentne, . .
(b. P\C.«QU\ f}{:’_t;\ \

‘ L O | Co .
. (o
For thefapneliast ;. Me ?'&L—Q“VQLQ_; P \l9>-\‘2,-QLL ZO.N

Vor ypejRespwadenn fU\F\{ | Q.ﬁ R@%_QLK(LX’\ JAE&“}‘CQQCQB: o

\'\’\(4\‘.Q£L._ : | ey
itlm%utﬁ?dm fH Whl r 2 &: . | i
rt Doliv 8 following * :3 2CA0 N ;
+ _. ,




| TR

ey —

e am mm s e e i - ¥ ‘

| , &
| . ) A
i . . . R
- 2 - | @
i . .
ne corvespapeing eatries haveibeen made i the  Sui T

Office Daily Accounl Dook as %lsu‘Daily Journal., Thus,
- i

he has mi-.uoropriated an amolint vl Ns.3,9%00/-, On

L

11-2..1986 he also withdrew an amohnt of Rs.2,500/- from “a

L
the account of the depositor &.V.Réma Rao-pPW 3-by forging

His Siqnature in the withdrawg form. On 10-4-1986 he

F
| -»
again withdrew an amount of RF.?;SOO/- from the account
of M.V,Rama Rao-PW 3 by }orgi%g his'signature. Thus/ i %
| u
he withdfew and misappropria%ed.an'amount of Rs,4,000/- ' é

hy forging the signature of M,V,Rama Rao-PW 3 and tLhus
‘ -

cheated him, Smt T;NagamaniﬁPWS also nurchased National
| | \

Savings Certificates woi:t_h;,ns’r.4,ooo/- in the month

i 'y
of November, 1985, and hande?over that amount to the
respondent~accused along-witﬁ her application Ex.P.23,and
certificate Ex.P.24 was issuéd_to her, K.Krishna Murthy 4

. "? :

PH 7 also purchased Natjonal|Savings Certificates worth ;
Re .2, 400/~ from Lha rqupondo$t—nCcuﬁod and he wan aluo '
| ‘JI("J;U/_




6 Criminal Appeal No OO of 1094

Qrat Order | _ '

‘ Thhs el ie divected oy bal b e baeend
[ ol an acquitial passed by the Judicial Magistrate of
Dol . First Class at Medchal in C.C.No.218 of 1992 dated

16-1-1995 whereby the respondent-accused has been

| acquitted ot the charges levelled against him undet
| e

|

] Section 409, 420 and 468 I, P.C,

Kl The case of the prosecution in short is that

the respondent-accused was Sub-Post Master at Medchal

rd s

Post Office in the year 1985 and 1986, On 21-2-1986

Shaik Hussain-P¥ 2 had deposited an amount of Rs.d;SOO/-

.y
. _
| in his Savings Bank Account in Medchal Post Office, On
‘v'
E demand by the respondent-accused he handedover his Pass
[ L4
Book for making entries regarding the interest. On
16-8-123%, Shaik Hussaln-PW 2 withdrew an amount of
f

|
Rs.1,000/- and entries were made in his Pass Book, but

[,
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i .
- these sections were 1evelQed against the respondent-

- 4

who
accused,/ denied his guilt,

. I

1

The learned Lower.C%urt'on assessment of the
evidence on record reached]the conclusjon that the
prosecution has failed to bring home the guilt of ot

the accused and therefore ?Cquitted him of the charges ) .

levelled against hinm. !

~

Being aggrieved by the judgment of the acquittal
|

P
. the State has preferred th%s appeal.

I have heard the learncd Government Public.

—

l “,.J Poosecutor as also the learned counsel for the respondent-

|
H

accused,,

“\j%f_ _ Sri Shaik HdssainJPw 2 has stated that he had

| ! _
opened Savings Bank account}in the Post Office at Medchal.,

i

He used to deposit the amouht from time to time and. . i

! s

i N
whenever he needed money he|used to withdraﬂnh;s_amount.

P There was no variation in his Pass Book., Entries were madef

L every time when he had depo%ited the amount and has {

[ N3
* withdrawn the same. He-has%not stated that wﬁn:haﬁ_

| -

3 deposited the amount of Bs.f;soo/- on 21-2-1986,
| .

J




q}vru%htlunnj Snv1nqq Coxtilicnle, Smt N.Snrunyuthi Devl -
'PW 8 invested Hs.11,q00/~ 0n13;6-1986 by purchasing -
National Savings Certificates andlhandedover the appli-
cation Ex.P.71 to the accused who issued certificate
Ex.P,72 tu her. On verification of accounts it was

found that the respondent-accused has not entared these
certificates in the Stock Register. The accused when
questioned produced some blank National Saving: Cortific.tes
from his house and made a confessional statement thal he
hod wisovpronri ated an amount of Reo 17,400/~ against the

avpunt

receiot of the " for National Saving: Ceooil oo zas

BJM/ also confessed that he has misappropriated Ns. 5,500/~ from

the account of Pw 2 aﬁd Rs.4,000/- from the account of

P 3 and thus has in'all misappropriated amouﬁting tor
Rs.24,900/-. On 6-9-1986 he made éaconfenssional\stqtement
Ex.P.4D in his own hand writipg before.the ééhior
~Superintendent of Post Office one Mr.b.A.Rahman. He

later Aeposited the amount of Rs,24,900/-~ in the Post
Office.

On the complaint of PW-1, the accused was charge-

. | 3
sheeted under Section 420, 209 and 468 IPC. Charges under




L)

at the timr L{&mp when hls specimen signatures were

obtained. e used to withdraw the amount as also to

i
deposit scme amounits in his dccount, He came to
)

know that thw officials of tHe Post Office, Medchal

had dope variations to the extent of Rs.4,000/- from

A3

his aceount, [L i notewortity that the spechmen
! Ao boeo A e Lee .rk -
' &\E“.\m‘:‘!u?}\' égﬁ fﬁ\:;_-,.,
siagnatures of this witness tdken enly i hoad wriling
! ~
- W Lit—

of the respondent-accused, wére not shown to him by

L]
i

the prosecultion and he has nét stated that relevant
1

. signatures through whichqthelamounté were withdrawn

1}
i 1

did not belong to him, The ?espondentwaccused vias

;. .
asked to write the signature$ of M.V.Rama Rao-PW 3
~ .

and these signatures were Seﬁt by the prosccution to
.. i

the hand writing expert: for}comparing with_the genuine’

signatures of M.V.Rama Rao;P& 3, but as per the report -.

E

of the hand writing expert no opinion could be given
s SV PP : ' C

- e —ar

" on agadisy of such compa;is;Fn. Thus, the prosecution

o & ,

" hHas failed to establish thatithe-resoondent—accused has

I .
forged the signatures of M.V}Rama Rao-PW 3 and had




. Bank Account, though there i evidence o Legor et bedrg

wa

3 | \ ,@5

He has not stated whether he had.withudrawn R$. 1,000/ .
on 16-6-1986, There are o entries in the Account

Records kept {n the Medchal Post Office that PW 2 had.

: |
deposited an amounq of Rs.4,500/~ on 21-2-1986 or
withdrawn Rs, 1 000/- on 16-6-1986, It is pertinent

‘ .

to note that PW 1 has not testifiéd that the entries

in the Pass [look of Shaik Hussain—-pw 2 are in the

hand writing of thoe respondent—acéused, I got from hig

‘ . .
evidence that one Sapbir All was originally dealing with

i . )
the Saving Bank AccoEnt. There is no evidence oy record

that the respondent~$ccused was incharge of the Savings

a Sub post ligg t01 £t WaS his duty to bUDCfVi%u bu e that

B ruiif; A (r b{ {~n

. itself does nut'appeaT sufficient to pass—on himJihe é f

tesponsibility of making entries either in Rhe Account . : !

L]

Books or in the Pass ‘ook of the subsgriberﬁ

M. V. Homa Hno~vw 3 has tostifiod that wiithdrawl

and | \

' forms submitted by him;are Exs P~73 and P-74,/has also

|
1
stated that he had opeﬁcd a SavingsBank Account at Medthal

Post Office and the respondent@accused was the Poit Master

Ao

e




- 8

paid Rs.?,400/~ personally to
purchased the Hotlonal Savings C
pW—4 the Post man did not SUPNO

|

prosecution and has turned hos

Smt Saraswathidevi PW

purchased Nalional Savingg Cer Ll

from the respondent-accused by

‘he accused and had ‘.

ertificates from iim,
rt- . the case of the
tile.

8 has stated to have

ficates worth ns.tﬁ,ooo/“

paying an amount of

—

Rs.11,000/— Lo him. She has al

the certificates
|

the ecross examination she has

as to wno had received the
Lt

i has als Y stated that her hu

affairs and Post Uffice works a

s0 stated to have roeceivoed

: |
worth Rs.11,q00/~ from him, but in

stated that she did not

cash in the Post Office,
sband looks after her bank

nd actually he-haﬂ obtained

her signatures an the applicatﬂon form which was filled

by her nusband who had paid the

of the certificates.

her husband 8ri.M.V.R.H,Sharma.

‘

amount for the purchase

The Prosecutlon has not examined

Evenktherwise, from her

I

evidence it does not appear that the accused has mis-

appropriated the amount of Rs.1

1,000/~ after receiving

.
F

i

Y

r
~J

e e o




.I
I doavn Bs, 4,000/ from his acoong! -
| "
Duty [ermani-BY 9 has ciated oa oath thatl
! .

sh2 had paid Ru.4,000/~ to the reapond sateatensod Do
|

purchasing Naticon. 1 Savings Certificatus ond he had Jssued
National Savings Certificates to her, F#1 has proved the

Sub-Office DailyAccount ExP-25 bas aiso Daily Journal

3

Ex.P-26, but it is pertinent to note that he has not

proved the entries in his evidence, He has just marked

-

these two documents, fhus it is crystal clear that the

of ' !

. ' 21 :
- contents/Ex,P-25 and E,p-26 remain[un-provod, and therefore,

| -

it cannot be said that after obtaining the amount of

Rs, 4,000/ Smt Nagamani-PW 5, the accused Whough had issued

certificates Ex.P-24 to her did not make the entries

‘in the Sub Office daily EX?P.QB andvDaily Journal Ex.P.26.
P.Krishna Murthy-Pwl7 has‘déposgd.that he had
Durchaséd National Saving Qertificate; wgrth RS.Q{QOO/w
from the accused-respondent, whé has receivéd the amount..
. case diary . :

In his/statement he has stated to have purchased the

certificates through the Post man PW-4, Thus, his evidence

‘is contradicted by his case Diary Statement that he has

g P/". v

-




the same from Smt Saraswathidevi ox her husband, because'

there is no evidence tﬂat after receivihg that amount
~he did not make entries in the cash book which has
not seen the light of the day of the Court,

PW~1 has testified that in the stock register
i .
no entries were made for issuance of the National :

Saviag Cortificates Lo {tg purchasors corractly, ht
X

he has not produced the stock register nor proved (1,

L‘bjﬁxuiﬁ "'J A d(’(;u,(ff
He has also not specifically stated thap/%he amount /s,

N e

received by selling certificates to PW-5, pw-7, PW--8,

) not _
the respondent accused ha¢ made relevant entries in the

., |

stock register.

From the aforementioned discussion of thé evidence
on record agrecing with the lower Court, I reach the
conclusion that the prosecution has failed to ecstablish
the quilt of the respondent-accused beyond reasonable doubt

and therefore no fault can be found out with the judgment

|
of acquittal,

“In result, I see no merit in this appeal and
[

therefore it is dismissed, ' Y lI(’)“'\ } y
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be reglstered and action under Rule 5 (4) will follow.

?

CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
. , ' HYDERASAD BENCH.
~Y , -

O0.A.REGD.NO "2~ @1 \ 4;7 Date;.

To %.g'.wm‘%m%rw,

.8ir,

T am to request yoy to rectlfy ‘the defects ment ioned

below in your appllcatlon within 14 days from the date of

issue of this letter, falllng which you appllcatlon will no

EPUTY REG ISTRAR (JUDL)

. %\%

&)

ht

/Q~E?‘Q')r

S
y
| 1

."“f“-

S L T A ST

————
REEEE




HYDERABAD

TN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL z:
AT HYDERABAD

Qelsa NOW 1251 of 1997

-
-

Between

-

B. Laxman Rao
And

Senjior Superintendent of
Post Offices,
Secunderabad:
3 others

and
Res

Py

pi

ad

ENCH

YY)

i cant

ondents

REPLY STATEMENT FILED ON BEHALE OF RESPONDENTS

1, H. Seshagiri Rao, s/o Narasimha 'urthy,

I

s ed

al

-

about 56 years, working as Assistant Postmaster-Gene

(8 & V) in the office of the Chief Postmaster-General

Circle, Hyderabad; do hereby solemnly and sincerely s

-
-

on oatli as follows

1. T am working as Assistant Postmaster-Gener

(Staff & Vigilance) in the office of the Respondent-

as such I am well acquainted with the facts of the ¢

2. T have read the original epplication filed

tions made therein except those that are specificall

admitted herein.

3. Before traversing in detail several materl

allegations, averments and contentions made therein

>

beg to submit as follows

o Y
ATTESTOR

arrow Yen afewrdy (¥92)
Assistant Accounts Officer { Budget)

HEq HRIATEIT FATA B IR
Dffice of the Chief Pos-masier General,
at v, 1rgem, Grersrs SO0 HM1,
AP €3 E, HYT ERABAD-500 001,

A
DEPONEN]
Asst. Postne . CCenen

OIU. C;'.; T -

AP, Circle, Hyaera

———
Cad.

s A.Pa

tate

1,

and

asee.

by the

above named applicant and I deny several material allega-

al‘

O

il

11 5. 8 )

=r General
14.500 004.




4. The applicant Sri B. Laxman Rao, while wor

&.p.4., Medchal S.0. a/w Trimulgherry H.O., has comt

NSC/SB frauds and he was proceeded against under Eu%

of CC5{CCA) Rules 1965 for the irregularities commiﬁ

by him and he was dismissed from service vide Memo.?

RDH/ST/20-5/1/88, dt. 18.7.88 of then Director of Postal

Services, Hyderabad Northern Region, Hyderabad-1.

eopy-of the O.a—fited—by-the sadd-Sri 57 Traxman Ra

5. In reply to Para-1 : It is submitted that

!

fact that applicant was imposed with punishment of
from service vide Memo. No. RDH/$T/20-5/1/88, datéd
of the then Director of Postal Serivices, Hfderaba&
Region, Hyderabad-1 {copy of the Proceedings enclé
as a result of the proceedings under Rule-14 of CC

Rules 1965 for SB/NSC frauds for R. 24,900/- commit

him while working as S.P.M., Medchal S.0.

{

Needs no commeh

-
-

6o In reply to Paras 2 & 3

-
-

ot

T In reply to Para-4(1) It is submitted

. —

a fact that he has worked as Postal Assistant in 3
Division as stated by the official. While workiné

]
at Medchal S.0. he has committed the following fraG

. A . - .
irregularities which required disciplinary action U

Yol

Departmental rules.

4 L(y
ATTESST; ogc 4 e

DEPO‘E
agms v qfuFd (a9 Asst. Pog . ster Ge
Assistant Accounts Officer { Budget) 0/ (oot s-‘}
R R I
AET TIEIWITTT AGEA BT HAAT 0‘: b Circie bydd
I R R H

Dffice of e Chief Pos maser General,
i ¢, afvges, Rerrare-A0N 001,
A.P. CIRCLE, HYDERABAD-500001.

it is a

1ismissal

18.7.88
Northern |
sed as A-I)
S {CCA)

ted by

ts.

hat it is
cunder abad

28 S.P.M.
8 /

nder the i

ENT

nheral (5. & V.)
-2or General,
apad-500 001,

A ATy e S ey e e

- panR s et

V‘)%

king as

itted ‘,t
e-14 (
ted ' ]:__
No.

[y P




(i) A deposit of k. 4,500/~ into SB Account No.{{375763
dated -21.12.86 was not accounted for and failed to account
for withdrawal of ®&. 1,000/- dt. 16.6.86 from account

No. 375763.

ii) Issued N.S.Cs worth Rs. 17,400/- and failed Lo
account for the amounts into Government accounts.
{(11i) Found r esponsible for fraudulent withdrawal bf

Rse 2,500/~ .from $.B. Account No. 375829, dt. 11.2.96 'and

Rse 1,500/- dt. 10.4.96 from S.B.Account No. 375829.

The appllcant was issued with Memo. of charges for the above .

e
said irregularities vide Memo. No. F4/2/86-87, dt. 19;1 2.86.

8. In reply to Para-4(2) : It is submitted that ]
the proceedings the Inéuir; Auﬁhority found the applicant \
guilty of charges and the articles of charge were held as
proved. The applicant made good the amount of loss of [
. 24,900/- on account of the fraud irregularities committed

by him voluntarily on . 18,000/- on 17.5.86 and ks. 6,900/-

g -

*

on 23.9.86. Medchal S5.0. is a 'B' Class Post Officel|with one
S.P.Ms and one P.A. In the absence of one of the officials
either on account of leave or otherwise, the other ofificial
oﬂ duty has to attend the duties of absentee és the service
to the customers aﬁ the counter cannot be disturbed/iLconve-
nienced. ‘he $.P.M., has to attend the duties of the P.A.
when the P.A. is not present i.e. the 5.P.M. has té attend

the duties of P.A. in his {(P.A) absence. The argument of

l
o We’ Sep ——

DEPOMENT
A wzme J@r At (¥92) Asst. P”s‘%]r»g{} eral (S. & V.)

Assisiant Accounss Officer (Budgety Ofo. C.. & ¢ =it -+ar General,
wey 6 AFTT FAR FT AT A P, Circle, Fydsfatad-500 00i.
“Bffice of the Chiet Posimaster Genarat,
wi w, afrgea, Bevrare-500 001.
(A.P. CIRCLE., HYUERABAD-500COL




the applicant that the P.A. only has to attend the tiansactions

is not acceptable as the documentary and oral evidence holds

that the applicant himself handled the transactions but not

the _POA-

9. In reply to Para-4(3) _: It is submitted that the

action was initiated against the applicant as per ruJes and

the I.C. held the enquiry as per the rules. The I.0ld has

notffied all the sittings of the

enquiry held to the applicant

and he was asked to attend the énquiry with his Assis ing

i°
Government Servant at every stage and the T.0. also posted

the proceedings to him {applicant) from time to time Lnd he

was in receipt of all the communications.

It was»for Fhe

applicant to utilise the opportunity provided and to deend

the case and it was open to him to disprove the articles of

charge. But he did not attend the hearings held by thu I.C.

and he did not nominate A.G.S. to assist him in defending

the caSe on his behalf. On the plea that the case is Leported

to Police and that the Departmental proceedings cannotibe

held until the completion of Police enguiries. It is it

that the aﬁplicant harps on the provisions of Rule-80

P & T Man. Vol. IIT. In this case, the charge sheet w

filed by the Station House Officer, Medchal in

the JeF ICGI“E;
Court under C.C.No. 218/92 under Sec. 409, 420 and 468

L
L
|
]

£
T.P.C. whereas the Departmental allegations were for fajlure
to observe the provisions of Departmental rules laid down

in the Postal Manuals. The evidence adduced during the

Departmental enéuiry closed much prior to the prosecution

Case concerned, has no effect on the evidence in the

D)t N ‘(b?‘-;?L/
wan S A (3% DEPONET

e 1l & v,
Assistant Accounts Officer (Buiigel) pest l::C 1+ /r.'ienf: i{{'{d an ar,ai
weg NezATE? SR B KA 0/o. Ch.- RER A jl.:' sial,
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i f - 0 081‘
wi v, aFrwes, drvrave-50
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criminal case. In fact the-Inquiry Officer in the disci$li—

nary case gave every opportunity to defend but the appllicant

failed to avail futilise the opportunities.

The procedure

followed in the departmentallproceedings is quite different

from the criminal trial and the main criteria to judge

the preponderance of probability, which is also upheld

many courts.
enguiries held showed that he has no defence at that t]

and he now wants to magnify the issue and take shelter

His silence during the period of mandatorjy

o
e

Lme

uder

the acquittal judgement, which C.G.S5.C. opined that the lower

court did not rely on the documentary evidence. The c
ﬁion of the applicant that he had no information about
the sittings of the enquiry is not correct as the 1.0.
notified all the sittings to him snd extended all the

reasonable opportunities from time to time as could be

seen from the I.0's report {enclosed as A-II).

nten-

In reply to FPara-4{(4) : It is submitted that

l

Class Post Office

10.
submitted above, Medchal S.0. is 'B'

one S.P.M. and one Postal Assistant. As argued by the

as
with

applicant

the SPM is not barred from &tending the counter duties
assistant. The applicant being the SPM was to &tend th
tdns in the absence of the P.A. It is proved from the
dence that the applicant himself accepted the amounts
deposits and issued NSCs without accounting for the am
on the espective dates and that responsible for the wi
involved in the ase and failed to xcount for the amoun
transactions into the accounts of Government. In this
the applicant alone has committed SB/NSC frauds
’:,ﬂs"g&%rma (ade
Assistant Accounts Offwer {Budget)
wey GiezdrEzT QATE 1 HETAL
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, above. The handwritings of the applicant in all tA
)
)

records

such as pass books, NSCs and other clearly proves the invol-

E
vement of the applicant alone in the mse. The quel%ion of

proceedings against the P.A. does not arise since the involve-

ment of P.A. along with the applicant is not provedi The

action under Rule-18 is not warranted. The applicant argues

that he was alone given Memo.of charges and says that he was

acquiﬁted on the ground that the SB/NSC work is thal of P.a.

and not the applicant. The argument is not acceptable as the

evidence clearly proved that the applicant alone was responsible

for not accounting for the transactions as discussed|{above.

T 11, In reply to Para-4(5) : It is submitted that as

submitted above, the documentary and oral evidence examined

prove that the applicant alone handled the said SB/NSC{transac-

tions but not the P.A. .Enquiries were correctly madelwith the

P.A. during the prliminary investigation and found th'at the

invdlvement of P.A. as witnessee for examination from'this

side and to defend the case but he did not do so. Helldid

not utilise the opportunities provided by the Inquiryl|Officer.

The argument of the applicant that he cannot be held riespon-

sible for the frauds committed by the P.A. is not acceptable

as there was no involvement Of PuJhe.

§
|
|
|

as glduced by the eVidence.

AZ stated by the official, £he appeal submitted by himllagainst
the orders of punishmentwwas rejected by the Chief Postmaster-
General, A.P. Circle, Hyderabad vide letter s 5Ta/13~1/1/89
dated 21.2.90. The Petition submitted by him tec the Mimber

(Personnel) was rejected vide No. 1-84/95-vp., d

a{?i(i)‘Z/ZJ%.Q.QS .
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b

The Hon'ble J.F.C.M. Court observed that the prosecution

not presented thecase properly and that expressed the

H

has

following while pronouncing the judgement on 16.1.95 (AL5)..

{a) The accused did not adduce any evidence on hi

behalf (Page No. 6 of the judgement).

{b) The prosecution has not . adduced the positive
evidence that on 21.2.86 the depositor has
deposited ks. 4,500/~ and withdraw k. 1,000/-

on 16.6.86 (Page No. 12).

o

Submission :- The Hon'ble Court did not take cognizance of the

entries in the pass book, which is the record for the depositor

and which were made by the own handwritings of the accused,

supported by the date stamp impressions of the Post Offjce.

{c) There was no entry in the Post Office records

{Page No. 12).

Submission :- The entries in the pass book confirms that

s+ 4,500/~ were deposited into SB A/C 375763 on 21.2.1986

and gave withdrawal Bs. 1,000/~ on 16.6,1986. Missing of

relative entries in the other Post Office records indic

that the transactions were not accounted for and that the

amount was defrauded/misappropriated.

{d} There is no acceptable evidence to show that i

4

accused, who made the entries in the rass book

{Ex. 11 - pPage No. 13).

Submission :~ The entries in the pass book relating\to t

transactions are in the handwriting of the accused?q Thf

ATTE8;%;>Ch#§y&'f1 ' ;5;)
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aspect was not examined in the prosecution. The rfe

:Celpt

for the pass book (5B-28) issued by the mcused to the

depositor with higher balance as at credlt {whlch Jndicates

the amount of deposit Rs. 4,500/- dt. 21,2.86 has bien

included) shows the involvement of the accused {Reg

was prepared by the accused).

ceipt

(e) PW-2 has clearly stated that there is no rariance

in the amounts deposited and withdrawn by

from his &.B. account.

Submission :-

him

The PW-2 has not been examined critically by the prosecution.

There was Certainly variation between the palances imentioned

in the pass book and the Head Office and Sub Office

The ‘abalances at credit prior to restoration of tle

records.

Jamount was

less by &s. 3,500/-. This indicates that the PW-2 was not

examined properly to find out the actual fact.

@¢f) Prosecution failed. to do that the accused

misappropriated an amount gs. 3,500/- belon

to the SB A/c 375763 of PW-2 {Page-13}.

Submission s-

The.preponderance of probability is the main criteri

be examined in the Departmental proceedings which ap

ging

on to

Pears to

_have not been highlited by the prosecution and not eLamined

by the court.

(g) The preson who wrote the red enclosed sign:

S1, 84 to S13 did not write the red enclosi

T ) DE%

ATTL%SP%&M (wazy

Oy

Assiuam Accounts Officer {Budget) Asst. ‘poc,?/ 3

e Spraniezy w4 o1 oA 0lo. L. |
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marked Q1 to Q4 and that no ® opinion can be
given on the authorship of red enclosed

signatures marked Q1 to Q4 {Page-15).

A

- Submission :-

It is a2 fact that the signatures onthe withdrawal forms

of the

{red enclosed) signatures marked Q1 to Q4 are not that

depositor (PW-3}. The withdrawals are not supported by the

relative entries in the pass book concerned which proves that

the amounts were not taken by the depositor (PW-3) but the

ofter peﬁson about whom the accused, who handled the

transaction can be able to tell.

|

(h) Accused went to his house at Secunderabad 7nd Cc ame out

with a packet and asked the PW-1 to come to|Medchal PO

ffice, |

i

ates aﬂount]

along with him &nd that they went to Head 0

Secunderabad, where the investigation was gfing on and

the accused showed them some blank certifiL
ing to Rs. 24,000/~ and azlso produced the other
. records like applications for purchase 6f NSCs and

issue journals amounting to Rs. 17,000/~ (Pige 20&21).

Submission 2-

4 . ’ :
The fact to be examined is that the sccused was working as

A
S.P.Ms, hatkesar 3.0. during the time of investigatdon. The

blank N5Cs, the applicationswere the records of Medchal S0
ession.

The

which the accused is not supposed to have their POSS
This indicates clearly his involvement in the @mse.

prosecution has not hilighted the above facts in the

H

proceedings. Xﬁggxl;LﬁDf;’;,’"”j

ATTE:&ST ;{ﬁ i DEWET
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; (i) Accused admitted that he utilised the amount

relating to sale of N.5.Cs (Page-21).

{j) Prosecution did not produce the stock registex

of N.S.Cs {Page-21).

Submission =-

It is felt a lacuna in the evidence proposed |by the

prosecution fbr examination in the case.

(k) {i) The statement of the PW-2 recorded by the PW-

{Exp. 10} is taken as not substantive piece o

evidence and that no reliance can be placed on

that statemente.

»tatement of the PW# 3 is not substantive pi

()4

(x} (i1)

evidence and no relevance can be placed on the

i state {page-17).

{k) {(iii) Statem=nt of the accused can not be taken into

account.

Submission 1

They are the statements recorded from the accused/witn

during the Departmental enguiries, but not during the

investigation by Police. It is felt that the provisiT
of Fules prescribed for criminal proceedings in the Co

of L.aw cannot be applied for the Departmental proceedi!

{1) Sale proceeds of WARR 24+40=64 NSCs for Rs.l

credit not found in the PO records {(Page-22%

Submission : ‘

The Honourable Court observed that the NSCs weriéiiztﬁ

T e, LR 1
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{0

the credit of their value not found in the P.0O. record

which clearly proves that the value of the said NSCs was not

account for on the dates of théir issues.

{m} Prosecution has not examined the PA (Page-23)

Submission :

It is felt that a lacuna in the evidence proposed by the

prosecution, which Hon'ble Court also observed. It is

|
|

however, to submit the enquiries were correctly made with

the P.A. during the preliminary enguiries and found nl
invelvement of the P.A. in the case. The copy of the

statement recorded from ;he P.A. is enclosed.

i1, In reply to para-5{1) : It is submitted that

the

evidence adduced that the applicant was responsible for the

transactions involved in the case and for non-credit of the

amounts. It was decided to hold departmental proceedings in

the case simultaneously with the prosecution as envisaged in

Note {iii) below Rule-80 of P & T Man. Vol. ITI. It i

(¥1)

submitted that the prosecution has not presented the clase

properly which was also observed by the Hon'ble Court!lin para

5, 7 and 8 of the judgement and as submitted in the £oresaid

paras, the documentary evidence produced is not taken{into

cognizance. The applicant cannot take such acquittzllas

exhoneration from the allegations. The applicant was|]found

liable for the action under CCS {Conduct} Rules 1964 [for the

irregularities committed by him. Hence he was proces

against and was punished.

qéggm% FIO (wxe) mﬁq'

Assistont Acccunts O1fuer { Budget) Asst. Pif ‘" T aser Gensral
weT QlezgTEr wATE § S : Qle. Ch. R 0001,
Office of the Chif Pos.masrer General, AP, Circe MMEE

&t % ofrges, dzvrars-500 001,
A.R, CIRCLE, HYDERABAD~500 GO,

i

-e’rI1lera! (5. & V)




12. . In reply to Eara-S(Z) : It is submitted thatgit is a

fact that there was fraud in SB/NSC at Medchal £0 whicih the

applicant also did not deny. 'he handwritings of the J

applicant in the pass books and also on the NSCs and ? her

relative records clearly proves that the applicant di%ectly
handied the transactions invclved in the frauds withodt the
knowledge of the P.A. In such case, the question of %ction
against the P.A. does ﬁot-arise. It was open‘éo the}

applicant to propose the P.A. as witnessee for examiéaﬁon |

- ll
from his side, in case the evidence of P.A. found re%evant ;
r[

and he should have diséroved the chérges. But he di? not ¢o s0. |
|
As submitted the S.P.M. of the double-hanﬁed post

. . |
office can handle the transactions of counter in th? absence

of P.a. The contention of the applicant that he ca% ot
accept the SB transactions and NSC collections is n$t acceptable
I |
i3. In reply to Para~5{(3) : It is submitted ﬁhat
Departmental allegations for failure to observe th%
provisions of Departmental rules laid down in the %éstal
Manuals. The main criterion in the Degpartmantal p%oceedings

is to judge the preponderance of probability. The{&.ﬂ.o.

Medchal filed charge sheet in JFCM Court, Medchal,;R.R. Dist.

under 409, 420 and 468 of IPG. The procedure fo%lowed in the]
Departmental =BrgMX proceedings is quite differentgfrom the crir
trial. The Department is not barred from holdiné
departmental proceedings simulteneously. Further|jthe
evidence adduced during the Departmental enquirief was closed]

|
much prior to the prosecution case. It has, theriefore no i

J

effect on the evidence in criminal case. f
i RS 3 (w9 DE@G!)[ T rf'
2 ') :
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14. . In reply to Para-5{4) : It is submitted that
it is a fact that the applicant submitted Petition to
Member (P} and the same was }ejected {copy of letter lenclosed

aSR- )o

14. In reply to Para - 5{(4) : It is submitted that the

applicant having joined the Department as P.A. should]have

discharged his duties as prescribed by the Departmental

rules. He is liable for action for irregularities and
viclation of the rules prescribed. As pleaded by the

applicant his social status {claim as S.C) cannot be [¢laimed

as privilege for committing the irregularities. -The
official was liable for his posting in any of the offices
in the postal division; in which he is working according .

to the exigencies of the service. He should have got]the

grievances redressed instead of resorting to the frauds/

irregularities. 0

15. . In reply to Para-6 : Tt is submitted that it is a

fact that the applicant submitted the appeal on dt. 18.7.90 i

against the orders of dismissal from service to the Ahief

P

Postmaster-General, A.P. Circle, Hyderabad and the same was

e

rejected by the appellate authority vide letter dated{27.2.90.

I
The petition submitted by the applicant to the Member| (D), [
Postal Services Board was rejected vide orders dt. 2249.95. '
16. in reply to Paras - 7 to 12 : Needs no comments. [

w#p‘? é?g%ﬂ {AAT) . DbPON lener.! S, & v
Assisiont Accounts Orfuer {Budget) ' ;"-5-' ‘ - -trpaster Genyal
wwy GEMIEET FATH #1 TR Blo.v .o masi S0 001

OﬂﬁedIMCMﬂﬁmmWﬁmﬁmmﬂ, AP, C cle. Hydeiebad- :
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In view of the facts stated supra, it is

submitted that the applicant has not made out a cag

for consideration and it is, therefore, prayed that

Honourable Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the G

mcmmfr/

Asst. ﬁ?strp%eneral (S. &

/0. Clusf Postmaster Gey
A P. Circle, Hyderabad-500 @

Sworn and signed before me

on this the [T day of

Fe@%f‘é-’?, 1998 at Hyddrabad.
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-~ No: 1-84/55-yp
3 , Sovernment of India
. Department of Post
B e Y  pak Bhawan, .ansad Mary,
e | New Delhi~110 001

. tA « pa
F R Y OHRDER

Lated + 2 2 SEP 1995

Shaeilslaxman *au, EX-LSG Popstal gipistant,
Secunderabvad HO haos Submitted a petition Ve 4,99,

4gainst the penalty of |dismissal from service imposed '

on him by DP3, MNorthorn Region, Hyderabad, the discie :
plinary authority vide mnome dtd, 18.7.88, and upheld

by the Chiaf Postmastoer Gereral, MaPallircln, liyderabad,

the appellate authority, vide memo dtd, 27.,2.90,

2. At the outsct, {t is feen that the ex-official
has preferred hie petition after a gop of more than 5
Y¢ers from the date of the appellate order, Though

there is no time limit prasuribed for prefercing a
revision petition, 4 .persan wanting to prefor a petition
NSt do so within a redsonzble time and such xreasonable
time cannot be more thdn 6 months, Anvy delay beyend

that world be unr=asonaple, The delay of more than %
Yoars i the instant case, tharcfore, is too unreasonable
to Justify considerstion of the petitien. As regards the
awguiital of he petitioner 1n the cximinal case against
him, itmay be mentioned that the some hus got no bearing
on the disciplinury cage Agajnst him, which was for
violation of departmentnl rules, _dhe petitioner therefore,
descrves to be rejected on the ground that it is belng
Preferred after unrcasonabie de:lay,

| 3. In vi w of the foregoing, I de not find any.
: Justification to entertain the petition at this ine
ordinately delayed stagd,

i 9d. I accordingly, hereby reiect the petition,
‘ .

poblos o~
(osistizgye O
HLBARER(P)

POSTAL GEFRVICES BOARD

Sh.B.Laxman Rao,

Ex-LSG, pA,
Secundornbad'Hﬁ,

llouse Mo, 6-7-57/52,
Bansilapet, Sacunderabad

(Through Chug, AeP.Circle, Hyderabad),

RES]d‘

¢ jenera : : desh
Co to The Chicef Postmaster General, Andhra Pra
Uiggle, Hyderabad with neference to his office letter
Mo. ST/14-B/95 dtd. 18.8.95. The enclosed order may kindly
be got delivered to the ex—official under receipt. A
spare copy of the order isalso encloscd.

M NE
(Me5 JAHIPAUL)
DESK QFF ICLR(VP)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN

HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD
, o

OeAs NO 1251 of 1997

Between :

-

B. Laxman Rao e Poplicant

And

Senior Superintendent of
Post Offices,
Secunder abad; Ang
3 others

¥ ,-.‘2\‘
!

s L
A Y g

Filed on : Q\L—{—'B"T?

w3

Filed by : N.V. Raghava Reddy,
’ ) Addl. CG.S.C.

of

'y

WJ
5 @ -\98
QN %/\3\!;#
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: : IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
i . AT: HYDERABAD

__I'_.I'_.. =

0.A. NO.1231 OF 1998
!
b

EETHEEN &

T ki

|
B, Lakshmana Rao,, S/o0.8. Balaiah,
aged about 48 vears, Oco: Ex. 85FM Medeha

a
| [

|

I

|

! .
RAOLELG=T7-57 /748, Fansilalpet, Secuonderabad, - AFFLTEANT

alE

1. Sr. SBupsrintendent of Fost Offices,
Secunderabiad.

& Divector, Fostal Services, !

AF Morthern Region, Myulerabad,
K Ihw Chisf Postmaster Banesral,
AuFe Cirole, Hyderabad.

, &, Dir@ﬁtaW'lﬁanewal,
' Daept. of Posts and Seoratary,
Dept. of Pmﬁtﬁg New Belhi.

FILED BY THE GPFLICANT

. RESHONDENTS

I, . Lakshmana Rao,, S/o.B. Balaiah., aged about o8
| _

VBB G, O s B S EMeﬂchalp R 7 @ERSAR, ﬁwmml;alpﬁ?
: I

Becunderabad, do hereby solemmrly and sincerely affivm and | states
ore sath as follows i
1. ' I am the depornent herein and therefore well acquainted

with the facts of the rase.

: 2. Fegarding para & of the counter I humbly  submid] that

the respondents  should fot Rave Bspoken  about  the wc

it
=
]
=
[
s
ot
i
.

|
. t
frauds. [ was wiorking as Sub-Postmaster assisbeod bv a Fa g

Eeit

el as

par department vules the PA has to do BEANED work and the SFPM has

oitly B0 supsrvise the work though tThe duty of Eransachting  SRANSC
wag  entrusted  to  the PA. The dapartment chargs sheeted and

dismissed me  and prosecuted me where I was LUl bed ?zt Lhe

‘ | _
. . . - - | -
responsibility of the PO Bas raver bhrouwaht into account.

the contention  that therd e

~
2
B

. It is  submitted th

fravds has been disproved by my acguittal. Regarding parall? it )




LG,

is humbly submitted that frauds as spgh has not been proved|and I
alone cannot be blamed for any fraud.

In reply to para 8 it 1is humbly submitted| that
crediting some amount is no proof of being a criminal. In fact,
all the credits were dgne uﬁdercaurse. My contention was that as
5FM I cannot deal directly with SB transaction since the |[{rules
prasciribes that in double handed offices the FA shauld attepd the
5B transaction and the SPM would only supervise the same. The
department says that the 5FM will act also as FA if the [BA is
absent but the burden of responsibility to prove that the PA post
was  vacant is with the department and it has produced any] such
avidence.

5. In reply to para 9 I humbly submit that it is &l fact
that the respondents admitted that prosecution followlj the
departmental action. This means I had no option to boycott the
departmental enquiry since I was facing a "criminal chargeyl.
b. In reply to para 10 it is humbly' submitted that no
proof was produced that the PA did not accept the deposiil fAs
far as misappropriation is concerned the acceptance of thel|lamount
is criterion and no evidence;was praduced that I acceptad the
deposit. The department has no answer as to why t [lhe PA
entrusted with the duty of SB was not charge sheeted apid why
common  inguiry was not held under rule 18 of CCS  (cca) |hules.
Regarding sub para (FY it is bumb iy submitted that.
misappropriation is a criminal offence and when I was gharged
with misappropriation the old rule 80 of P&T volume II1 las in
existence and under that rule no action should have beean|| taken
against me until the criminal case is decided. It is ||really
wnfortunate the counter seeks to involve me and s I am
unnecessarily being blamed.
Contd...|].
15, (ot
. 1
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IN THE CENTRAL. ADMINISTRATIVE
TRIBUNAL : AT HYDERARBAD

0.A. ND.1251 OF 1997

BETWEEN:

B.Laxmana Rao “s AFFLICANT

| TR Ll

t ﬁND l‘:-;,u' . r .

SSF0. Sec'bad Hyothews,. % .
RESFONDENTS

1 H i

f e wpH=biT FILED RY
AFFLTCANT

\‘ | o @)@ﬁﬁq

FILED FDR AFFLICANT

FILED ON: June 1998

FILED BY:

SAMEA RAMA ERISHNA RAO,
‘ ADVOCATE, 1-8-54%/C, TIIND FLOOR
b CHIEKADRAFALLY, HYDERABAD-ZO0,.

COUNSEL. FJR THE APPLICANT




’ v My submission is that { was SFM and in  double |handed

oftice ths SPM canmot independently pecform SB/NGD dutias

plea was that as 5P T eannot collect any anount Trom Lhe || inves—

—if
=
o e o

tores and only counter P& could do it, My ples was that 1T there

was any fraud in 5B or NBGoan my office the countey PA canmot  be &
' :?
‘ fras  Trom the frauds. Bub the depar toent intentionally jevoided T

proguction of Sl Gabirali the then A Mechal as Wi EnEss

a
[T
Aot -

| . T+ is aleo submitted that in the orialnal casa rafnst

atmed bhat he gave FHs.2400/- to S| B
Y

\ me PR Erishname thy S

Pl 4. This means thers s no oasa of misappropriation on my pard

and  the orde- of dismissal and rejection of appaal are ﬂﬁvaiid,

‘ I fact 1 was forcesd to smake good a large amount Dul kseping in
i view that the only PO of the offloe wes Mavcdl g the BE fransac

’ tion. No trauds would have baken place without his knowledge Lf

Hi
2]
=

he  was dnvolved in frawd theve could not have besn esCaps

molding commorn procsedlngs. The only Tact that the 5E Pﬁ{ﬁ&ﬁ rot

charge shested was not produced as prossoubion witness, hat: a lot

i o may abput departmental prejuwdice agaivst me mapecially] 1 am

dismisssd from service and  they whio  are enbrusted  with  BF

transackions  were noi avan chargeshseied. Unfortunately the
|

I
z
o
El
314

deparitment martipulated thae csse aga inet me withoub any

and  as long as the person srbrusted with the

i vy

transactlion ie

ot called upon to appear before this Hov'ble Tribunal ©hg

MO Cass #gainst mE.

In vipw  of  the submissions nade  abova, it

respectfully prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal may be plec

grant the relis in the 0A in the intersst of [justice -

and bhe ples to pass such other s Further order o orgers 28

. Fit  argd proper 1 the

this Hon bl Tripural may ded

ciroumstanoes of the ca

Sworyy and %igﬂ o

Ehis

at Hyderab @
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABADR

0.A.No, 1251/97

BETWEEN 2

B.lakshmana Raof

ANL

1, Sr.Superintendent of Post Offices,
Becunderabad.

2. Director, Postal Services,
AP Northern Region, Hyderabad,

3, The Chief Post Master General,
A.P.Circle, Hyderabad,

4e Director Geﬁexal,
Dept. of Posts and Secretary,
Dept, of Posts, New Delhi,
1 i

Counsel for tné Applicant

counsel for t Respondents

an  pe -

coaam 3

HON'BLE SHRI RJ,RANGARATAN s MEMBER (ADMN.,)

HON 'BLE SHRI BLS. JAT PARAMESHWAR 3

S e G e R

X As per Hon'ble Shri B.S.Jjal Parameshwar, Membér(J) X

¥r,5 Ramakrishna Rao, learned counsel for the

applicant and kr.,V.Rajeswara Rao, learned standini

counsel for the respondents,

Date of Order ; 9,3.99

.o ﬁppl icant 1!.

«« Respondents,

|
|
|
!
 e. Mr,S,Ramakrishnak

“e Mr.V.Réjeswara Ra

MEMBER (JUDL.)
|
|

]

1
1

0l



!h&LLA” : |
The applicaptéyas working as LSG PhA at Secundergbad
' l

he was issued witﬂ a charge memo dated 18,12.86 by thé

2e

S enior Seperinte?dent'of Post Offices, Secunderabad Division

for certain irregélaritieS. After conclusion ¢of the ;

' : N |
disciplinary procéedings the disciplinary authority by
. [
. o :
its order dated 1%.7.88 imposed the penalty of dismissal from

k the'said penalty of dismissal the applicant _

submitted an appﬁal, T

service, A gains

he appellate authority by hisigmoceedingg

dated 27,.,2.90 re%ected,the appeal and confirmed the punishment.
| : ,
3, With regafd to the misconduct alleged against!the

3
|

| .
applicant the reépondent authorit ies had filed a complaint

! : , !
to the Medchel P@lice,Station. A case was registered in
! [

Crime No, 103/96% Tné ﬁolice authorities had filed la charge
' o

sheet against tﬂe applicant in criminal case No.218/92 before

Imfe,
the Court ofLEEQChal.

| o
4, It may bé Stated that the respondent authori#ies_

concluded the d%sciplinary proceed ings even(Fhe criminal

Y
proceedingszggég to an erd,

Se The Cour{t PMFC, Medchal by its judgement da:ted
|

16,1,95 vauitéed the applicant charges, The resgéndent

avthorities haﬁ filed an appeal in criminal appeal[ﬁo.697/95

f

’ ' o
before the Honl!ble High Court of A.P., The Hon'ble| High Court

|

, | | 1
of AP, dismisbed the crimiral appeal 697/95 on 17.2.97.
_ { . ;i%  famed,
Thus the appli?ant was acquitted the charges, against him,
m\/ r :‘
f i.r' [ ..3

4
/ o ) e
i - [




L 3 L : f

6; After final disposal of the criminal case the }

i .
applicant submitted his representation to the Member (Postal)
| — |
to reconsider the punishment imposed on him in the diS%iplinary

. -
proceedings, The #Embe; (Postal) by his proceedings dated
22,9.95 (A-4) disPAsed of the representation of the applicant

| | | :?
purely on the point of limitation, i ‘

Te The ap@licaht has filed this OA to set aside the

by the 2nd respondent by his proéeeﬁings
| , S
dated 18,7.88 as cbnfirﬁgd by R-3 in his order dated 27,2.,90

and to direct the Eesyondents to reinstate the applicant

punishment imposed

into service with all consequential benefits, |
i

8a The main contention advanced by the applicant is that

' | |
the respondent authority could have taken note of the |
. o |
conclusion of the priminal trial and consider,to review

|
the punishment imﬁosed on him in the disciplinary proceedings,
]

9, The Member (Postal) has not adverted to this aspect

of the matter and fhas dispOSed of the representation purely

1
on the point of 1%mitation. |
|
|

10, The learn%d'codnsel for the respondents submits

that Member (Postal) has considered the submission ofithe

applicant ‘and has formed an opinion that as regards tﬁe
|

|

acguittal of the petitioner in the criminal case agalnst

him it may be mELthHP& as no bearing which was for

violation of the departmental rules, |

| = J




11, The Ebmbeg (Postal) shou;d have considered thé

charge framed against the applicant in the criminal cése

and the charge framed aéainst him in the disciplinaryj
proceedings and should ﬁave ascertained amé whether there

are any similarity in tﬁe chede and has guoted any bearing

on the said miSCOnduct.é A very simplistic view has been
taken without going into the depths of the case, It is
seen.from the replly of phe ¥erber (Postal) dated 22,9.,95

that the cacse of the applicant was rejected on ;he sole
ground of delay wifhout;COnsiﬁering the other points, Further

the applicant had [filed that appeal soon after the case was

disposed of by the lower court way back in 4,4,95, However

the r95pondent'orgbnisation had talen this case challenging t

! . Ovirninall Arppend.
the orders of the hOWer;court by filing Hedit Petitdion in the

High Court of a,P, which was disposed of on 17,2,97. Hence

this point also neFds t@ be kept in mind before finalising

1
1

the repreSentationéof the applicant by the Member (Postal),
' . .

We feel it prcperito repfoduce the obsServations made by the

Apex Court reported in 1995 (2) SLJ 89, { Deputy Director of |
‘ | | - T
Collegiate Edunat#on (administration) Madras vs, S.Nagoor leera )

e | N

The relevant p@rtibn is" reproduced here under s-

N *"8.The Tribunal seems to be of the opimion that until
the appeal against the conviction is disposed of, _
action urder clause (a) of the second proviso to article .
311(2) is not permissible., We see no basie ¢r ' justifi-
cation for‘the said view. The more approprieste course
in all such cases 1s to take action unrder clause (a) of
the second proviso to Article 31(2) once a government
servant is convicted of a criminal charge and not to

~wait for the appéal or revision, as the case may be.
If,however, the Goverhmment servant-accused is acguitted
on appeal or othér proceeding, the order can always be

revigsed and ifiﬁhe goverhment servant is reinstated

Q\/ | § wed




‘5.. o K
he will be entlLled to all the benefits to which he\ woul &
have been entitiled. to had he continued in service, The other
course ®X sugge%ted wviz, to wait till the appeal, revision
and other remedies arfe over, would nrot be advisablel sinc e

it woulid mean = ntanlﬂg in gervice a person who hab

beean convicted of a sericus. . offence by a criminal

court, It shouﬂd be ‘remembered that the action uader

clause (a) of the second proviso to Article 311(2) will

be taken only where the corduct which has lesd to h&q
conviction is sﬁch that it deserves any of the three major
punishments mentiomed in Article 311(2).As held by this

Court, ir Shamkardass V. Union of India, 1985(2380R|358-

#clause {a) of the .second proviso to Article 311{(2) of the
Constitution|confers on the governmernt the power to dismiss
a ‘persor from service Yor the ground of conrduct which
has let to hls conviction on criminal chatge®, But
that power llke every other power has to be exercised
fairly, justly and reasonably. Surely, the COﬂgtltU-
tion does rot contamplate that a government servamt who -
is convicted!for parkimg his scocter in a no-parking area
should be dismissed from service, He may perhaps not
‘be entitled to be ‘heard om the questiom of penalty

~since clause {a) of, the second proviso to Article|3ﬂi2)
makes the provisionmkkax of that article inapplicable
when ap@naltj is to be imposed on a Government' servanti
on the ground of conduct which has led to his conviction
on a crimiral charge, But the right to impose aipenalty
carries with it the duty to act juitly". |

a

|
|

12, The obserbationsof the Hon'ble Supreme Court clearly
L5

shows that when a delinquent employee, acquitted then his

i

case has tO be reconsidered by the departmental au;hﬂritieS.

In that view of the matter we feel that the Eﬁnper,(PPstal)
showld have consi@ered'the representation of the applicant

in proper perapective taking due note of the acquittall

recorded by the DMFC and Hon'ble High Court of A,P,

‘ i -

13, Hence we %sgue'the following directions ;- !

R-4 shsall |Onslder the representation of the applicant

to review the punishment of dismissal imposed on the applicant

in the disciplinary prdceedings in the light of the acquittal

recorded by the Hon'ble High Court of AP,

veb
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14, " The case sﬂould not be dismissed on account of

éelayrénly;

'J;.

15, - Time for c0mplla

4
H
1

16, The OA is ordered accordingly. No costs,

Sor (Judl, )
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1.
2.

THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD}
- MALND 506/1999 ‘ ' ‘

IN
OALNO. 1251/97

 Betwsan - Date, 8-7-99

The Sr.Supdt of post officas
Sec'bad. ‘ ,
The Director,Pogtal Sarvices

. A.P.Northern Region,Hyderabad,

3.
4,

B,

The Chief Postmastar~Genaral
A.P.Circle,Hyderahad.

The Dirgector General o

Dept of posts and Secretary N

Dapt of posts New Oelhi,. «aofpplicants:
And '

Lakshmana Rag - «+ Respondents

e o¥.Ra jeshuer arap,Add1ICGSE

Coumsal Por the Respondent vssS.REMaks ighnarao

Coungel for the applican ts

CORAM, | .
THE HON'BLE MR.R., RANGARAJAN ., MEMBER . ( ADMN )

THE HON'BLE MR,B.5. JAI PARAMESHUAR, . (JUDL) MEMBER
o '***-l.‘*' | . R
THE TRIBUNAL MADE THE FOLLOWING CRDERS,

'Heard Mr.V.Rajeshuwararso, for tha-applicants in the MA
and Mr.s;ﬂamakrighnarao, faor the respondent.

We do not see any uorthuile reason for extending the

time. However, the time is extended upto 10=8=89, No further
axtension of time will he giben.

foty

Section ‘0Pficaty

1
. = —
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™ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : MYDERABAD BENCH :||HYDERABAD.

MA., N0O.673 of 1999
. in
| 0A. N0.1251 of 1997
Betwaen . - Dated:20.8499

1. The Senior Superintendent of Post
Bf?igas, Sagundarabad.

2: The Director, Postal Services,
A.P.Northern Region, Hyderebad.

3+ Tha Chief Postmaster General,
AP.Circle, Hyderabad,

4, The Director General,
Depertment of Posts and Secrstary,

Oept. of Posts, Neu Delhi. “» Applicants/ﬂespondants)-
And |
B.L akshmana Rao «« Respondent)/Applicant

Nr.UfRajesuara Rao

-*»

Counsel for the Applicants

Mr{S.Ramakrishné Rao

-

Counssel for the Respondent
CORAM:
THE HON'ALE MR.R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (A)

THE HON'BLE MR. B.S5,JAl PARAMESWAR : MEMBER (3J)
***...

THE TRIBUNAL MADE THE FOLLOWING QRBLR.

-~ . + Heard FMir.VeRajeswara Rac. for .the applicants in tha MA and
Mr.S.Ramakr;shna Rao for the Rsspondent.

- The JUdgement in the QA directs R=-4 in the 0A to dispose of
the respoesentation of the applicants. HNow it is stated {that the
Member Personnel is appropriate authority for disposing aﬂ the
representation of the applicante, Sinca the Membar Persohnel
was not a party in the OA it was directed that R-4 should|dispose of
the representation. Howsver if Member Pesrsoniiel is the a;propriate

authority to dispose of the rapresentation ha may do so in accordance
|

T

with the rules,
The MA is disposed of. NO costs.

Aﬂf}ﬂ¢°%ﬁz

Section ﬂ??ihsr

Srr

|

I

|
|
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. I
IN THE CENTRAL AIMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL :: HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD :

MoAe No. DN of 1999

In
Os+sde NO. 1251 of 1997

Between 3

1) Sr. Supdt. of Post Offices,.
Secunder abad 5

2) Director, Postal Services,
A.P. Northern Region, Hyderabad

3) The Chief Postmaster=-General
A.P. Circle, nyderabad

rd

4) Director-General,
Dept. b6f Posts and Secretary,
Dept. of Posts, New Delhi

Applicants/Respondents

And

B. Makshmana Rao Respondent/Applicant

+ &
APPLICATION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME UNDER, RULE- TH]
C.A.T. PROCEDURAL RULES ¥)

For the reasons stated in the accompanying

- Affidavit, it is prayed that this Honourable Tribuna

may be pleased to grant extension of time for 3 mon%hs

upto 254941999 in the interest of justice and pass such B

other order or orders as deemed necessary in the F
f(

circumstances of the case. , '

LN |

Hyderabad, )
)
) COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANTS/RESPONDENTS

12.6.1999
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HYDERABAD BENCH

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 33
AT HYDERABAD

M.Ae NOw . W of 1999

In

OsA. No: 1251 of 1997

Between 2

1) Sr. Supdt. of Post Offices,
Secunder abad -

2) Director, Postal Services,
A.P. Northern Region, Hyderabad

3) The Chief Postmaster-General,
A.P. Circle, Hyderabad

4) Director-General, -
Dept. of Posts and Secretary,

Dept. of Posts, New IRlhi
Applicants/Respongents

LI

And
Respondent/Applicant

L AL 2

B. Lakshmana Rao

AFFIDAVIT

I, He Seshaciri o, s/o Narasimha Murthy,

-

aged about 58 years, occupation : Government servicr

resident of Hyderabad; do hereby solemnly affirm and

sincerely state as follows 2
l"

1e I am working as Assistant Postmaster-General

{Staff & Vigilance) in the office of the Chief Postmaster- )

General, A.P. Circle, Hyderabad (Applicant/ Respondent-3
As such I am well acquainted with the facts

herein).
I am filing this Affidavit

and circumstances of the case.

on behalf of the Respondents of the O.A. and I am duly

authorised to do so. '
- !

T sk pXoy .-
ATTESTOR Asst. Podtfit fal (S2 V) E

dsisiont A:c'n:n:g;‘}?mfml’f Ofo L fﬂs'méé’ﬂ General
- Reenreee axve o matey X AP, Circle, Hydeni;nd‘boo 40} R

Office of ths Chiet Pos:masr General,
ai.9. afties, ReTrara-500 001,

A.P. CIRCLE, HYDERABAD-500 001,




W 2. The Honourable Trikunal in its order dat?d 943499
' ' |

in 0.A. No. 1251§97 issued the following direction!

+

"R-4 shall consider the representation of the

applicant to review the punishment of dismissal

imposed on the appliéant in the discipli?ary

|
proceedings in the light of the acquittal

recorded by the Hon'ble High Court of A.B",

The time for compliénce,is 3 months from the date of receipt

of a copy of this order.

3. . It is respectfully submitted that a copy!/|of the

Hon'ble Tribunal order dated 9.3.99 in O.A. No. 1251/97
was recéived on 26.3.99, and as such the time for compliance

will be over by 25.6499. On verification of the above

case it is found that a representation from the extofficial

has been received in the Postal Directorate on 31.3.99.

I
T

The representation was received directly and withdut

|

records of the Departmental disciplinary case, as |also

the recoxrds, of. the criminal case decided by the Qourt.
The relevant records of athe case have been called for
and on their receipt the Member, Postal Services ﬂoard,

I

shall consider the representation and pass necesséry

orders. In the above circumstances it will take| some

more time to finalise the case and as such the Respondent

authorities has to seek a further time of 3 monthg from

the Hon'ble Tribunal for implementing the above order.
. i

i

P S i o

TO () ' DEPONEN! ‘;
sgree b afew (vae Asst. Postmaster (savy
Azsisiont Accounts Offwcer ( 'll‘!“’l’: . 0/o. ‘ ostmé’ster General

qeg Neewreze e o sretew U :

Office of the Chist Postmaser Generely AP. Circle, H\’de'affad'mo 00L
whe, «feies, Reerere-500 001, ' . .

A.P. CIRCLE, HYDERABAD=50C 801 : : i‘




4, It is, .t.her"efore, prayed that this Honourable
Tribunal may be pleased to extend the time for further

3 months 1.e. upto 25.9.1999, in the interest of justice
and pass such other order or orders as deemed necessary

in the circumstances of the case.

&m/

0 Il
Asst. Po eneral (S & V)

0/0. Chief Poslmaster General
AP. Circle, Hyderabad- 500001;.
Solemnly affirmed and siged

on this the 17th day of 5_une

1999 at Hyderabad before me.

Vulbitien ™

eprre bay afwerd (wwe
A.muam‘ Accounts Officer { lﬂ‘lﬂ"

WEG NEAIET INTH -
Dfice of 1he Chief Posimaser Generol,

wt.y, efeivs, Ravrarz-500001.
A.P. CIRCLE. HYDERA!AD-SOO“h

BRM*
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2e The applicant/was working as LSG PA at Secunderabad

he was issued with a charge memo dated 19,12,86 by the

S enior Seperintendent of Post Offices, Secunderabad DivisSion

for certain irregularities, After conclusion of the

disciplinary proceedings the disciplinary authority by

} .

its order dated 18.7.88 imposed the penalty of dismissal from

P : .
Service, A gainst the saild penalty of dismissal the applicant

submitted an appeal. The appellate_adthority by his pnocéédings

dated 27,2,90 rejected the appeal and confirmed the punishment,

3. With regard to the misconduct alleged against the
applicant the respondent authorit jes had filed a complaint

to the Medcheal Police Station.'A case was registered in
Crime No, 103/96. The police auth?rities had filed a charge

sheet agaipst the applicant in criminal case No,218/92 before
ImfFe, ' ’ ‘

the Court obeEdchal.

4 It may be stated that the respondent authorities

T .
concluded the disciplinary proceedings even(fhe criminal

proceedingsgggég to an end.

S, The Court PMFC, HMedchal by its judgenent dated

16.1.95 acquitted the applicant charges. The res wndent

authorities had filed an appeal in criminal appeal No,697/95

before the Hon'ble High Court of A,P, The Hon'ble High Court

of A.P. dismissed the criminal appeal 697/95 on 17.2.97. '

. ' o ’ghmb& - ’
Thus the applicant was acquitted ai% the charges,against him,

N~

..3
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH -

AT HYDEKABAD _ ;
O.hsNo. 1251/97 Date of Order : 9.3.99

BETWEEN :

B.:Laks h]nana Rao . plicant .’;4\“1&!1‘“.5\
oo & &&
AR ' . éq g d:w.‘. :
, : . du f" s
. & A
1. Sr,Superintendent of Post Offices, g‘_‘é il’"_j-‘.","s
Secunderakad, . . . \%\o@ AR ,
h J&Ag f;¢- o

AP Northern Region, Hyderabad,

: Ay
2, Director, Postal Services, o w“ -

3, The Chief Post lMaster Ceneral, . ' -

A.,P.Circle, Hyderabad,

4, Director General, '
Dept, of Posts and Secretary,

Dept, of Posts, New Delhi, s Respondents, .

Counsel for the Applicant e Ir,S,Famkrishnarao

\/Ar .V.R&jeswara Kao

CounsSel for the EKespondents

COHAS 2

HOM'BLE S{RI RRANCHAIAN, : MEBER (ADMY,.)

HON'BLE SHRI B,S. JAI PARAMESIMAR 3 MEMBER (JULBL.)

QEDER

X As per Hon'ble Shri B.S.Jai Farameshwar, Fember (J) X

rr, o fhamakrishna Rao, learned counsel for the
applicant and lir,V.Rajeswara Rao, learned standing
»——__‘______‘_“-_—._‘—_d ’
counsel for the respondents, '

e !

.y
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charge frawed against thejapplicant in the criminal case

11, The Pember (Postaﬂ)hﬁhould have considered the -

~and the charge framed against him ir the Qisciplinary

proceedings and should hav% ascertained and whether there

i .
are any similarity in the TK~1a and has quoted any bearing

on the said misconduct, A very simplistic view has been

i
taken without going into the depths of the case, It jis
{

Seen from the reply of the]Lhnber (Postal) dated 22 .9,95

that the case of the applicant was rejected on the sole
, II 1 .

ground of delay without considering the other points, Farther

the applicant had f£iled théﬁ.appeal Soon after the case was
; ' H

1 ‘
disposed of by the lower court way back in 4,4,95, Hoviever
i
the respondent organisation had taken this case challenging ¢t

1 O)f')‘\ru'"\d‘. A’P)”"‘-L
the orders of the lower court by filing Wedit Petitdeon in the

| .
High Court of A,P, which was disposed of on 17,2,97. Hence
I 1

l
this point also needs to be kept in mind before finalising

the representation of the applicﬁnt by the ikember (Postal).
We feel it proper to reproduce the observations made by the
Apex Court reported in 199% (2) S1J 89, ( Deputy Director of
Collegiate Education (Adminﬁstration) lMadras vs, $,Nagoor ieera )

|
The relevant portion is reproduced here under z-

L

:ﬂx,f- "S§.The Tribunal seenis to e of the opinion that until
the gppeal against the conviction is disposed of,
action under clause (a) of the second proviso to Article
311(2) is not permissible. We see no basis or justifi-
cation for the said view, The more appropriate course
in all such cases is to take action under clause {(a) of
the second proviso to Article 31(2) once a governhment
servant is convicted|of a criminal charge and not to
wait for the appeal or revisio, as the case may be.
If,hovever, the govermment servant-accused is acguitted
or apveal or other proceeding, the order can always .be
revised and if the government servant is reinstated

O\~ b .e3




Tew 3 .e
L‘

6, After final disposal of the criminal case the

applicant submit;ed LiS‘representatiSn to the lMember fPostal)
to reconsider the punishment imposed on him in the disciplinary
proceedings, The bh@bér (Postal) by his proceedings dated
22.9.95 kA-4J diSposed;Oé the repre5entati§n of the applicant

purely on the point of limitation,
L.
7 The applicant has filed this OA to set aside the

puniShment imposed by the 2nd respondent by his proceedings
—

dated 18,7.88 as confirmed by R-3 in his order dated 27.2.90
and to direct the respondents to reinstate the applicant

into service with all consequential benefits,

t

B, The main contention advanced by the applicant is that
N '

the respondent authdrity could Pave taken note of the

. —el,
conclusion of the criminal trial and consicer,to review

the punisturent inmoéed on him in the disciplinary proceedings,

Qe The Member (Postal) has not adverted to this aspect

- ' |
of the matter and has disposed of the representation purely

on the point of limitation,

|
10, The learned counsel for the respondents submits

that Member (Postal) has considered the submission of the

applicant énd has férmed én opinion that as regards the
acguittal cf the petitioner in the criminal case against
him it may be ment%oned as no bearing which was for
violation of the debéftméﬁﬁai rules,

| T oe.d

F
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' course mf suggested

iz, The observationsof the Hon'ble Supreme Court clearly

___,,_57in the disciplinary proceedings in the light of the acquittal

LoOad
AT

e 5 .

he will be entitled to all the benefits to which he woul &
have been entitled to had he continued in service, The other
viz. to walt ti}l the appeal, revision
and other remedies are over, would not be advisable sinc e
it would mean continuing in service a person who has :
been convicted of a serious. offence by a criminal

court. It ghould be remembered that the action under
clause f(z) of the second proviso to Article 311(2) will

be taken only where the conduct which has lexmd to his
conviction is such that it deserves any of the three major
punishments mentioned in Article 311(2).As held by thisgs
Court, in shankardass V. Union of India, 1985(2)SCR .358:

"clause (a) of the second proviso to article 311(2) of the
Constitution confers on the government the power to dismiss
a person from service "on the ground of conduct which
has let to his conviction on criminal chafge"., But
that power like every other power has to be exercised
fairly, justly and reascnably. *“urely, the Corstitu-
tion does not contemplate that a governhment servant who
is convicted for parking his scooter in a no-parking area
should be dismissed from service. He way perhaps not
Le entitled to be hoard on the qguestion of penalty
since clause(a) of thHe second proviso to Article 31(2)
makes the provisionsfhak of that article inapplicabile
viien apenalty is to be imposed on a Govorrment servaht
on the ground of conduct which has led to hils conviction |
on a criminal charge, But the right to impose a penalty.
carries with it the duty to act judtly". !

R
shows that when a delinquent enpioyeeAvauitted then his -

case has to be reconsidered by the departmental authorities,
In that view of the matter we feel that the Memper (Postal)
;sho&ld have considered thg ;epresentation of the applicant -
iin proper perspective taking due note of the acquittel

recorded by the DIl and Hon'ble Hich Court of A.P,

13, Hence we issue the following directions -
k-4 shall consider the reprecsentation of the applicent

O

to review the punishment of dismissal imposed on the applicant

recorded by the Hon'ble High Court of ALP,

A
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THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL :: HYDERABAD |BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

T';‘@‘ Hone Ho. St of 1999

- In

i | QeAe NO. 1251 of 1997

Between

1. Senior Snperintendent of Post 0ff¢es,
Secunderabad -

‘ 2., bPirector, Postal Services, ]
‘ A.P. Northern Region, Hyderbad

‘ 3. The Chief Postmaster-General, [
‘ ' AP Cj.rCle. Hyderabad

| ' 4. Director-General,
Dept. of Posts and Secretary - '
Dept. of Posts, New Delhi ++ Applicants/Respondents

And

B. Lakshmana Rao . .. Re8ponden;/Applicant

APPLICATION FILED UNDER 8(3) OF CAT (P) RULES 1987

For the reasons stated in the accompanying Affidavit
it is therefore prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal may be

pleased to clarify that the Member (P), Postal services

Board can review the punishment of dismissal imposed on
the Applicant as per the directions in Para-13 of the
order dated 9.3.1999 passed in O.A. No. 1251 of 1997 and

pass such other order or orders as the Hon'ble Tribunal

may deem fit and just.

ks

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANTS/RESPONDENTS

Hyderabad,

bbdb 1)

BRM*

Nt s g




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL :: HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

M.As No. & 1> of 1999
|
N In

OeAs No. 1251 of 1997

Between :

The Senior Superintendent of
Post Offices,

Secunderabad and 3 others +ee Applicants/ Respondents
And
B. Laxmana Rao ' ««s Respondent/Applicant

AFFIDAVTIT

I, V. Ramulu, s/o Thirupal Naidu, aged about|35
J years, resident of Hyderabad:; do hereby solemniy affifm! and

sincerely state as follows :

1. I_am working as Assistant Postmaster-General

(Staff & Vigilance) in the office of the Chief Postmaster-

General, A.P. Circle, Hyderabad. As such I am acquainted

with the facts of the case. I am filing this Affidavit|on
behalf of all Applicants/Respondents and I am authorised

to file the same. !

2 It is respectfully submitted that the Respondent/

Applicant has filed the 0O.A. No. 1251 of 1997 against the

punishment of dismissal from service on the grounds
mentioned in the 0.A. The Respondent / Applicant
was acquitted in a criminal case and on that basis, the

Respondent/Applicant has submitted his representation

W
| | ATTESTOR DEPONENT !
1 = ) Asst. Postrmaster General (GSdl, v}
; ¢coun ”,mm" | 0/o. Chizf Fosimaster General
| a1 p. Circle, Hyderabad-500 001,
: office of | wrare -500 0
|

. . 0,
A'P".{:,IRCLE. " YERABAD-5000




to the Member (Postal) to reconsider the punishment

imposed on him in the disciplinary proceedings. This
Honourable Tribunal disposed of the O.A; by an order
dated 9.3.1999 directing the Respondent No. 4 in the

O.A. i.e, the Di;ectof-éenefa;, Department of Posts,

New Delhi:; to consider the representation of the appli
to review the punishment of dismissal imposed on the
applicant in the disciplinary proceedings, in the light
of the acquittal recorded by the Honourable A.P;‘High

e
L.

Court. This Honourable Tribunal at para-9 of the ordei
s :
stated as under 3~

"The Member (Postal) is not adverted to this
aspect of the matter and has disposed of the
representation purely on the point of
limitation,”"

though this Hon'ble Tribunal held that the matter was not

properly considered by the Member concerned and it
required té be reconéidered by the Member {(rostal),
however the Honourable Tribunal directed the ERespondent
Né. 4 f.e. Directér-Generaf of Posts to review the

punishment as stated above.

it

cant

3. It is respectfully submitted in the statutory

fdles. the power of revision is vested in Member of

the Board only and the Director-General and ®cretary

doeé not have the statutory powers. Hence the Member

Postal Services Board is the Cbﬁpetent Authority to

review the case as difected by the Hon'ble Tribunal.
Wit oL gk

DEPONENT
Asst. PosfmasferNGeneral (S

(P)

gV)

[]
0/0. Chi.f Postmaster General
AP. Circle, Hyderabad-504 001.

A e e e

|y



4. It is respectfully submitted that the Respondent/

Applicant submitted a representation directly to th%

‘ |
Directorate, New Delhi; and the same was received on

31.3.199%. So the records of the case are not readily

avallable with the Directorate. Hence the records of the

case were called for by the Directorate. However, the

orders could not bhe passed so far due to the reason

mentioned above.

In view of the above submissions, the.Hon'l
Tribunal may be pleased to clarify that the Member
Postal Services Board can review the punishment of

dismissal.imposed on the applicant as per the direct

in Para-13 of the order dated 9.3.1999, passed in O.A.

No. 1251 of 1997, and pass such other order or order

the Hon'ble Tribunal-may deem fit and just.

LA

DEPONENT '
Asst. Postmaster General (S &

D/a, Ohi-" T asimaster Ge}
A P. Circle, Hyderabad-500 0

Solemnly swrorn and signed
his name on this |3 day

of August, 1999 before me.

- ATTESTOR 'm )

™ (
mm@}&(hdgeﬂ
. 51wy
feaqrEay AT T
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e, . %00 801
. o qfedEs, TOAE Lo
AT'gémCLE. | YDERABAD-500

BRM®*

ble

(P) »
ions
as

V)

grof
b1,

=1 = 7

R

1

ST N T Ialn T

ST 1

I~ 17

T T o

T1

1™~

M1

T T




! ;ﬂ.b t
ee 2004
vl ke
24 The applicant/was working as 1S8G PA at Secunderabad

he was issued with a charge memo dated 19,12,.86 Py the A

S enior Seperintendent of PostFOffices, Secunderabad Division
v,

n
]

for certain irregularities, After conclusion of the ’

disciplinary proceed ings the disciplinary authority by

its order dated 18.7.88 imposed the penalty of dismissal from
service, A gainat the said penalty of dismissal the applicant
submitted an appeal The appellate authority by his ;moceedings

dated 27,2,90 rejected the appeal and confirned the punishment.'
.'. ." 1 : N

. ':. | L * -tr ) . - \ : '
3. With regand to'the,misconduct alleged against the.

applicant the :es;ondent.authorﬂ:ies had filed a complaint |

F)

to the Medchal Police Station. A case was registered in

Crime No., 103/96, The police. authorities had filed a charge

.

sheet against the applicant in criminal case No, 218/92 before
ImFC, Lo
the Court ofkrbdchal.

4, It may be Stated, that the respondent authorities
. AJJ‘,J,.
concluded the disciplinary proceedings even(the criminal

proceedingsgggé% to an end,

5 The Court WMFC, iMedchal by its judgement dated
16.1.95 acquitted the applicant‘charges. The resoondent
authorities had filed an apteal in criminal eppeal No.e97/95
before the Hon'ble High Court of A,P, The Hon'bie High Court ‘Y
of AP, dismissed the criminallappeal'697/95 on 17,2.97,

o ‘{hmog{ -
Thus the applicant was vauittedjaii the charges,against him,

N~



AL

B

7

25| \CO/O,A:NJ.' 1251/97

JON*BLE SHRI B,.S

L IN THE CENTRAL ADHINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

b

AT HYDEEABAD
Date of Crder : 9.3.99

BETWEEN =

B.lakshmana Rao «o &pplicant.,

| . ' | - ‘ﬂrﬁfl. t‘!;_‘)
*‘ n“:_‘ .
PSS | - \ . J-:‘;. ,
' g 5z 17
‘1, Sr.Superintendent of Post Uffices ?.:}‘o
1 N Ve oy W L P
. Sccunderabdd | ; : %\p o et
! ‘ ! ’ess\ J::‘l‘:‘""lg ﬁ: "‘:"‘»‘-1""‘
2. Director, Postal Services, _ ) :»;;{m:}:,mﬁ —
’ AP Northern Kegion, Hyderabad, : ;
3. The Chief Post Master General, Lo - '

ALP,Circle, Byderabad,

4. Director General,
Dept, of Posts and Secretary,

Dept, of Posts, I-J.ew Delhi, «s Respondents,

Counsel for the Applicant ee Mr.S Fame krishnaRao

\/’Ar .V.Rajeswars kao

Counsel for the Eespondents

‘CORAM

HON'"BLE SURT RJRANGARAT M 2 MEIBER (ADiM,)

. UAT PARGUESHUAR 3 MEMBER (JULL,)

OEDER

X &s per Hon'ble Shri B.£.Jai Farameshwar, Fember (J) X

Mr,S,Ramakrishna Rao, learned counsel for the

1

applicant and Mr,V.Rajeswara Rao, learned standing

m . ' ' ]

counsel for the respondents,

9
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11, The Pember (Postalﬁﬂéﬁfgﬁé have considered the -p |

. . .:!"-. !' ¢
poe ; !- +

charge frawed against the applicant in the criminal case i

.and the charge framed against! him in the disciplinary

proceedings and should have ascertained amé whether tiere

are any similarity in the Fﬁ~1e'and has quoted any bearing

on the-'said misconduct, A very simplistic view has been

taken without going intd the depths of £he case, It is

seen from the reply of the rember (Postal) dated 22,9.95

that the case of the appl;éant was rejected on the sole

-

'ground of delay without cbhéidering the other points, Farther

the applicant had filed that appeal soon after the case was'

disposed of by the lower court way back in 4,4.95. Hoviever

| _ : '
the respondent organisation had taken this case challenging t

. l ' O'HMW:‘. Arppla‘-L
the orders of the lower court by £iling Weit Petitdon in the

I
'

: o . .
High Court of A,P, which was disposed of on 17,2,97. Hence
o]
this point also needs to be kept in mind before Finalising
the representation of the appllicant by the tember (Postall).

We feel it proper to reprodﬁce the observations made by the

to * .
Apex Court reorted in 1995 (2) SLY 89.( Deputy Director of

Collegiate Educwtion (AMuinistration) Madras vs, S,Nagoor leera )

-

The relevant portion is reprodiced here under z-

:ﬂ\,,» "8.The Tribunal seems to be of the opinion that until
the appeal against the conviction is disposed of,
action under clause (a)]of the second proviso to Article
311(2) is not permissible., We see no Lasis or justifi-
cation for the said‘vieﬁ. The more appropriate course
in all such cases 1s toltake action under clause {(a) 'of
the second proviso to Article 31(2) once a government
servant is convicted of|a criminal charge and not to
wait for the appeal or revisio, as the case may be,
If,however, the governmént servant-accused is acguitted
or appeal or other'procéeding, the order can always .be

revised andg if the'govéxnment servant is reinstated
005 I

:J\/ . ‘lt_




6. After final disposal of the criminal case the
applicant submitted his representation to the Member (Postal)

to reconsider the punishment imposed on him in the disciplinary

proceedings, The Member (Postal) by his proceedings dated
22.9.95 (A-4) disposed of the representation of the applicant

purely on the point of limitation,

|
¢

7. The applicant has filed this OA to set aside the

punishment imposed by the 2nd respondent by his proceedings
i

dated 18,7.88 as confirmed by R-3 in his order dated 27,2.90

and to direct the respéndents to reinstate the applicant

L

into service with all consequential benefits,

B. The main COﬂtention advarced by the applicant is that

the respondent authority could Pave taken note of the
. | -:“t-(
conclusion of the criminal trial &nd consicer,to review

Y

the punishment imposed on him in the disciplinary proceedings,

O, The Member (Postal) has not adverted to this aspect
of the matter and has disposSed of the representation purely

: { on the point of limitation,

10, The learned counsel for the respondents submits
that Member (Postal) has considered the submission of the .~
applicant and has formed an opinion that as regards the

actuittal of the petitioner in the criminal case against
him 41t may be mentioned as no bearing which was for

viclation of the departmeﬁtal rules,

O~




14, The case should not be dismissed on account of
delay only, } i
. j |
) 1
! 1
15,

16,

i
1
)
. 1 .
e ') 'I':I 1["5‘.
7","‘-"‘ i'--l."":
IR t' 6"‘“ -
.0, e
. .

Time for complia:mce lis 3 ‘months from the date of rec

! /
receipt of a copy of this order,
| [
The 0A is orderéd according ly,
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he will be entitled to all the benefits to which he woul 4

. have been entitled to had he continued in service, The other

course mf suggested viz. to wait till the appeal, revisiqn
and other remedies are over, would not be advisagble sinhc e
it would mean continuing in service a person who has :
been convicted of a serious ' offence by a criminal I
court., It should be remembered that the action under '
clause (a) of the second proviso to Article 311(2) will

be taken only where the conduct which has lemd to his
conviction is such that it deserves any of the three major
punishments wentioned in Article 311(2).As held by this
Court, in Shankardtass V. Union of India, 1985(2)SCR.358:

"Clause (a) of the seéond proviso to article 311(2) of the
Constitution confecrs on the government the power to dismiss
a pPerson from service "or the ground of conduct vwhich
has let to his conviction on criminal chafge"., Uut
that power like every other power has to be exercised
fairly, justly and reascnably. “urely, the Corstitu-
tion does not contemplate’that a government servant who
is convicted for parkirng his scooter in a no-parking area
should be dismissed from service. He wmay perhaps not
be entitled to be'heard on the question of penalty
since clause(a) of the second proviso to Article 311(2)
makes the provisionskhak of that article inapvplicable
vhen apenalty 1s to be imposed on a Government servant4
on the ground of conduct which has led to his conviction
on a crimiral charge, But the right to impose a penalty
carries with it the duty to act justly". !

i2, The observationsof the Hon'ble Supreme Court clearly
' _ L%

shows that when a delinquent enpioyeeAvauitted then his -

case has to be reconsidered by the depsrtmental authorities.

In that view of the matter we feel that the lemper (Postal)

sholld have considered the'representation of the applicant

in proper perspective taking due note of the acquittal

recorded by the DMFC and Hon'ble Hich Court of A.P.

13, Hence we issue the following directions ;-

R-4 shall consider the reprcsentation of thc applicent
g T e A

to review the punishment of dismissal imposed on the applicant

Mﬂ_f_?in the disciplinary proceedings in the light of the acquittal

recorded by the Hon'ble High Court of A.P,

..6
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IN THE COURT OF THE ~ = v T id

WD Qanrrg s ST Thy & TV R\ Oy iy

' AT oe ZARAD
O [y No. of 199 7
BETWEEN :-
<“PLATNTIFF
% L_D\‘(h-)\‘mmf)_ ?m,n “PETTTHONER
APPELLANT _
COMPEAINANT
AND
DEFENDANT
= suedl N M"Qj}ﬁL RESPONDENT
. f ACCUSED
L e Ding O e
d
[
/7
) i
i ACCEPTED
[ 3
i
J +
Advocate for: QNS L_\C ANy
Filed 5o, & 199 2

Address for Service

SANKA RAMAKRISHNA RAO

8.A.LLB., P.G.D.C.R.S.,
ADVOCATE
1-1-10/2, Jainahar School Lane,
Jawahar Nagar, RTC X Road, Hyderabad-500 020.
PHONE : 2638883




r
IN,THE COURT OF THE CEnaRAL Anvena: STRATIWE

TR NACE T DERAARL B New

AT Moy T DA ND

Q A\ Ne. L‘Z./S\ of 19973

<PtAd -'HEF_.‘
BETWEEN :- g LS Y Y AL -QO,VD PETET!;NE-F!
APPEI;!I;ANT
COMPLAINANT
AND l
,_g\ - e Ao ea\s &3- Ry S St \ed Dwﬁn\'\'{v?ESPONDENT
— ACCUSED .
.l /W B Lo NN e g{:\m
do hereby appoint and retain |
SANKA RAMAKRISHNA RAO i
8 ALLB. P.6.D.C.R.S,, It
ADVOCATE E
£
Y - r
L 'Ir
. ]
Advocate/s to eppear for. me/usun the above suit/case amd to' corduct and Prasecutn -

(or defend) the same and ail Proceedings that may be taken in respect of any apphcatlon for
execution of any ‘decree or order Passed therein. I/we empower my/our, Advocates to appear in ali
miscellaneous proceedings in the above suit or matter till all decrees or orders are fully satistied or
adjusted to compromlse and to obtain the return of documents and draw any moneys that migth
be payable to me/us’in the said suit or of matter (and I/w do further empower my/our Advo#:ates to ‘
“acception my/our behaif, service of notice of all or any appeals or petitions filed in any court W,
of Appeal, reference of B -.--‘-.:‘ 4 nh regard to said suit or maiter before disposal of the in this

Honourable Court.)

an

=

1

Certified that the ex ant who is well acquanted with English Read this Vekalatnama the
contents of the Vekalatnama were read out and explained in Telugu/Urdu to executant of he/she/
they being unacquaintant with English/who appeared Perfectiy to understand the same and signed 3
or put his/her/their signature/s orfand marks and in my Presence. ‘; .

Executed ' D &V day or W\Q\,y 1995~ I
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Central Administrative sbunal
Hyderabad Bench

Hyderabad.

0.A.No. ) 5’ / of 1997

Memo of Appearance

N. Y. RAGHAVA REDDY

ADVOCATE
o . Addl. Central Govt. Standing Councel
AT S Ad&re;;"fpr Service Phones : Offi ; 290752

5 : 204419
207, Ralimath Commercial Complax,
7-1-6164Amesrpet X Roads,

ER _q_.békpegfemﬂsoo 873.




Sir,

o |
THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
'HYDERABAD BENCH, A.P.

Hydetabad

24~ gh.1998

0.A.No.

seniar W ?j wwsponde{nt

[ 2

of 1997 .

501
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To,

HYDERABAD.

THE REGISTAR,
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

N V RAGHAVA REDDY

Addl, CENTRAL GOVT. STANDING COUNSEL 4
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL l.'j
II{

HYDERABAD.

Counsel :
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Plaase enter my appearence on behalf of the Apphicants / Respondents in the above case
:::'
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Central Administrative Tribunal,
Hyderabad Bench, Hyderabad.

OA/&A No. ’Q.g.r\’ of 1997

MEMO OF APPEARANCE

V. RAJESWARA RAO

ADVOCATE

Standing Counsel for Railways,
Add!, Standing Counsel for Central Govt.

Counsel for

Address for Service § fhone ; 272585

104/2 RT, Sanjeevareddy Nagar,
HYDERABAD-500 038,




A

Central Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad Bench,
HYDERABAD

DA/GA No. ] ")—E[ of 199 7

BETWEEN
Applicant (s)
Vs, MUJ/
@/{‘w Respondent (s)
W W
Ay
MEMO CF APPEARANCE
To,
I V. Rajeswara Rao, Advocate, having been authorised.......cc.oovvvienniennnen.
............... (herefurmshthe pamculars ofauthomy)
by the Central/State Government/Government Servent/.................. authority [corporation/
society notified under Sec. 14 of the Adminis!:atiy?;ibunals Act, 1985, Hereby appfaar for
applicant No ==~ oil...../Respondent No. &7l ... ..., ... and underteke to plesd and act

" for them in all matters in the aforesaid cass.

bln)

Place : er

Date : Qf V. RAJESWARA RAQ
Address of the Coungal for Service Standing Counsel for Railway_s',

V Rajeswara Rao Addl, Standing Counsel for Central|Govt.

104/2 RT. Sanjeevareddy Nagar,
HYDERABAD - 500 038.

Signature & Designation of the Caunsel,
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