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CERRAL ADMINISTRATIVYE TRIGUNAL HYDZR10AD F7HCH @ HYDER

PRIGINAL ADPLICATION NO, \23)  oF 1997,
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‘ " Respandent(s).,

The apolication has been submltwsd to the Trlbunal by

= & M |
Shrl—L{—————fgglm-—E;t ’:}fgfiﬁ-jggéffkﬁgﬁuocate/maﬁﬁy-én-

B&?ﬂﬁﬂ UndEr|SEctlDﬂ 19 of the Administrative Tribunal

Act. 1985 and the same has been scrutinised with reference::

to the points mentioned in the check 1ist in the light of

the provisions in the administrative Tribunal (orocedure)

Rules 1287,

The applicetion is in ord.r and may be listsd for
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1. Haua;legiibla canies of the arnaxur- dulv zitested {?7
: bizn 7ilad, c +

¢
, . R - .- - . . -,
12, Has the e2iplicant Sxhausted z11 avallable remidies, 57

13. Has ths Iadex-gf documsnts Bien Piled ang paginationxgiy
¢one  properly, -

9]

14, Has tie dzclarstion as g.requipeg by itom WNa, 7 of "~y
Forme T been made, o

PR
.....

15, Hsvae required number of envelops (Pile sixe) bearing \J?
full adrESSES'DF'the'respondenfs be=n filed,

16, (a) Uhether the ralisg sought far, arise out of ﬁé> L}
single caigse of action, ' S

(6) " Whether any intorpin relief is arayad for, ‘vy\

17, 4dc) In case an ma for cononatian af delay in Filéd;
' -7 1t supported by an aPfidavit of the applicant.,

——y
18, Uhether this cause ba heared by single “ench, NG -
19. “Any other points, ok

20. Rasult of tas Scrutiny with imitial of the scrutin

- Y | e
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Deputy Regisgtrar,

Rzgistrar.,
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL $s:32AT HYDERABAD
NPT T Lemed—  Iocoi @
% 0 A.Na of 1997
= e 25
A dnT j \ \
Betuween:
GUAC)O %f“"/b“p
_~1Imandi Satyanarayana .o ‘ Aﬁplicant
And
L‘;‘* Sub.Divisydnal‘Inspectnr(Postal) Pﬁ}(;:A (:i)
‘ Rajahmundry West Sub.Division, | E—
Rejahmundry-533101, ~ =
East Godavari Dist. .o . Respondent
. | &
R posTaL (2
CHRONOLOGICAL EVENTS
\ S.No. Date Description Page .Nos,
3 \
| P
1. 28109-90 Memo of the respondent to the
Applicant proposing to take
action against him under Rule.8
of P&T ED Agents (Conductd
| Service)Rules 1964,
24 23%10-90 Letter of defence submitted by
. the applicant te the responden
' ",\ e 25-10=50 Meme bythe respondent appointife
: u‘ﬁJ | enquiry officer,
9 - 4, 6-086~92 Enquiry Officerf's Report
L 5, 729-D8-92 Procesdings of the respondeni to
. the petitionsr
T - 6, 29=06=92 Proceedings of the respondent
' dismissing the epplicant from
service,
7. 9=18=-96 The judgment of ths JFCM Rajahmundry
' Acquiting the Applicant, from the
Criminal case,
? Y|
yt |
HYDERABRD; CUUNgi} FOR APPLICA%T
Dt. l%—s-g’r
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL $3AT HYDERABAD
1 . .

Ooaoﬁ(}o - \1'8 ‘ of 1997
@ e
I
Betweens |
Imandi Satyanarayana .es . Applicant
4 aw. o

And{

Sub.Divisibnél Inspector(Postal)
Raj Ahmundry West Sub,Division,

S Raj ahmundry, - 533 101, |
- East Godavari District; Respondent
) " INDER
{ . N
| | 81, Description of the documents Page.Nos. Air
; ¥Nol T and date, Y
f‘ - : - L - - - - - - - L__J --- - - .-y - - - - - L L 1 L] - L L ] - - L] - et L
r j { . | [
' 1, Original Application lfto 7 3
2. Letter’ from the Sub.Divn.Inspector)Postal) P
. Raj ahmmandry West Sub,Pivision , ‘ AN
Raj ahmundry-533 101 to Sri I,Satyanarayana g +29 e 3
3. Enquiry Report dt.28-9-90, 1o (|t 3H "I
R o 4, Ejrocee\di.ngs of the Sub,Divisional Imspector
| - . (Postal) ,Raj ahmundry West Sub.Division. 25 +o UF /m
5 ‘Dt. 29-6-92. - - _/
\j’ ! | - -
5. a‘?h;e”c_%caw ué*z,[qt( o o 56 WU

dﬂ“b*zLHQ{“7IQ6 (S
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No. 25 ) of 1997

Between: |

Imandi Satyanarayana ,

S/o.Appa Rao, Hindu, aged 32

years, Ex, E.D,Telegraph .
Messenger,;Raghudevapuram : : '

Eagt Godavari District. vee Applicant

.Q‘M
[
L
And|

Sub-Divisﬂonal Inspector{Postal)
Raj al'mmnd::-y,West Sub~Division
Raj ahmundry - 533 101

East Godavari District, | coee Respondent

LI Y

APPLIC HI‘ION FILED UNDER SECTION 19 OF ADMINTSTRATIVE

'IRIBUNALS ACT

I. PARTICULARS OF THE APPLICANT:- The particalars of the

Applicant is same as shown in the above cause title,

The address for service of all sunmons,'not:lces and
processss is that of his counsel Sri V. Rajagopal Reddy,
Ht.K.Souieswara Kwnar,fnr:s.P. Preeti Reddyl, Advocates,

3-5-942, Himayatnagar, Hyderabad-29,

IT, DARTICULARS ' OF' THE RESPOKDEM « The particulars of ‘t.

respandent‘ for the purpose of service of notices, is s

as mentioned in the zbove cause title,

III, PAFEI‘I"‘ULARS OF THE ORDER AGAINST WHICH THE APPLICAT

- I8 FL X8 FILEDs-

The Respondent passed the impugned order in Memo
No,PP/ED Mgr/Stnm 4t. at Raj ahmundry 29-6-1992 in which
the applichnt was dismissed from service,

m——*

_IV. JURISDICTIONs~ The Applicant submits that the subject

I
matter of the order against which the application is filed

lies within the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Tribunal.
Q-A i M’Q— lc\ng

V. LIMI‘I‘ATIOH:- The impugned order was passed on

-

AN Y

- 29=6-92 by then on the report given by the Respondent I-town

police of Rajahmundry registered a criminal case against
: _'I\ of o AT ﬁ-————-‘—&-%'w
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_initiated agaimst him by the Sub, Divisienal Inspecter

: 2 ¢ | | n

e

the applicant along with 2 others in Cr.ﬁo,352/1991. Thr

o

i
cage ended in acquittal only on 9-10-1996., As the_Appli
cant was éngaged in that criminal case; due to his ten-

sion he gould not pay any proper attention to pursue this

matter, He was advised by his departmental colleagues that
the applici',ant can file this application after the closure
of the criminal case. The applicant is not well versed

with legal affairs, Believing their words the applicant

W P— g ey

kept quiet before one week back, When the applicant'took

legal opinion at Hyderabad from his advocate, he was ad-

I

vised to ile this applicaﬂtion. Thus the delay is causged !

Y r

ih»filing this application, The delay caused in filing
this application is not intentienal. Hence the applicgu

i

tion is filed with e praver to the Hon'ble Tribunal to

condone the delay of..;;;.days in filing this applica-
tion,\%qf\(‘l) Dl DA R AN Sps ey B

VI. FACTS OF THE CASE:

|

' ED
1., The [applicant is appointed as KER Telegraph Messen-

w

ger at Seethanagaram,since a departmental enquiry was

(Postal) [of Raj ahmundry,West Sdb Division. Radahmundry;

the respondent herein who is the appointing authority by
his memo 'dt,28-9-90 on the following three chargess=

(a) |The applicant while working as ED Messenger i
at Seethanagaram used his official influence |
on 30-3-90 and took away the tappal bag of
'Seethanagaram destined to Rajshmundry HO

from the conductor of RTC Bus at a point not
authorised to handover the Tappal Bag by the |
conductor and transferred the Tappal Bag th-

rough an wnauthorised person to the depart-.”
) mental official in RTC complex at Rajahmundry

on 30-3-90. »

9 - Salprm o7




v

i

(b)'Th4 applicant while working as EDMC upto
2945-89 at Seethanagaram and as ED Messen-
ger at Seethanagaram from 30-6-89 absented
him@elf to duty without applying for leave
on certain dates and applied for leave for
the period of absence from duty at later
dat%s'in contravention of ED agents(Conduct

andiservice) Rules 1964,

(¢} The applicant while working as EDMC upto
294%—89, at Seethanagaram and as ED Messen-
ger| at Seethanagaram from 30-6-89 did not
reside at the place of his duty at Seetha-
nagéram, but resided at Raghudevapufam not
in ?he delivery jurisdiciion of Seethanagaram
Sub,office and violated the principal condi-
tion regarding his residence at the place of \
hisidnty‘i.e. Seethanagaram,

] .
Sri _"a;ﬂ,V.Rao, A.S.E{.O_s Superintendent of Post 0ffices,

Rajahﬁundry %ivision, Raf ahmundry was appointed as
Epquiry officer on 25-10-90, The applicant was kept

ﬁnder suspension technically called as 'Put Off*,

(2) The Enquiry Officer framed 3 charges against

the applicant and conducted enquirY: The applicant
denied all thL three charges levelled againat him: The
Enquiry Officer after taking the evidence came to the
conclusion tth all the three charges against the
Applicant are proved and submitted his report to the
Respondent on 6-5-925 There upon the respondent issued

show cause notice to the abplicant on 7=5-92 seeking his

explanation: iDuring that time on the report of the
pogtal authorities a criminal case was filed against
the applicant and 2 others before the learned IInd
AddlfJudicial First class Magistrate, Rajahmundry for
the offences 6/33379,' 427, 489 R/w:s.‘sicpc and 120.B

IPC and U/S5.52 of Indian Post Offices Act., As the

‘ -

" - O Selgoemye

"




» ' tappal bag(Tg) was handed over to the bus conductor at

i
|
! t 4 3
‘. (
applicant was looking after his defencehe could not offer
his applicatiqn: Hence the respondeﬁt passed the impugned
order on 29-6ﬁ92 in which he accepted the report of the
Enquiry officer-and dismissed the applicant from the

service as he felt that the charges are grave in nature.

[

j

Aggrieved by'éhe impugned order of the respondent dt.
29-6=92, the ?pplicant approaches this Hon'ble Tribunal for

redressal of his greviance.

(3) The applicant submits that the enquiry aonducted by
the Enquiry Officer is not properly conducted and vitiated

with may maiey

cant was not provided with sufficient opportunity to cross

many material irregularities, The appli-

examine the w?tnesses and all the time he wasifustled by
the Enquiry Office: and were as presenting officer: The
appiicant was denied opportunity to put forth his defence
properly: CJnsequently the enguiry is vitiated by the

Violation of(the vrinciples of natural justice,

. (4) With re#ard to charge No.1, the applicant that the
findings of the engquiry officer are not tendble. The

Seethanagara% to be delivered at Rajahmundryt It %s
absurd to stété that the applicant influenced the bus
conductor:l It is the responsibility of the bus conduc-
tor to deliv%r the tappal bag at the designated desti-
nationt He is not expected to handover the bag to the
‘applicant atian.unscheduled point, Wnile so action is
taken against tﬁe bus conductor, the applicant is alone
victimised: then it is improbable that the bus conduc-
tor handing bver‘the tapal bag to the applicant, the
question of #he applicant hagding over the same t6 an
authorised person does not arise, Hence the findings ok

this charge do not stand to reason,




)

5., With regard to charge No.2, the applicant submits

that he'%aintaﬁns a poor health and suffers from frequent

chest pahn and heart pain. As a result, the applicant
used to be sbsent whenever he feel 111. This is known
to all the departmental officials and they used to

acgept the leave letter submitted by the applicant after

availing‘leawe « It is pot a case in which the appli-

cant remained absent without applying leave at all.

cant did’not remain on leave for more than 180 days at

a stretcﬁ. Thus the applicant did not violate any of

the service rules; mach less Rule,5 of ED~Agents(Condn
and Se ;ce)Rules,_1964, in view of Director General

tnstructions (1) (5) to the said rule,

(6)  With regard to charge No.3, the applicant submits

[

Raghudevapuram where he astayed is 1 KM away from Seetha-

|

nagaram %nd.both villages are abutting each other. The

respondent or the Sub.Post,Master-of-Seethanagarm»at no
‘ - i

time instructed the applicant staying at Raghudevapur

t

Hence th? applicant innocently believed that he can stay

at Raghudevapuram. He has been told that he has to xl#

o )
stay at'?eethanagaram, he might have stayed at Seetha-

nagaram,%hn.only. By staying at Raghudevapuram the
applicant did not Gxéftany obstruction to his duties or

did not.iause any inconvenience to his supefiors; Fur?

there is no rule in ED Agents(Conduct and Service) Rulés

prescribing that the applicant has to stay at Seetha-

her

nagaram only. These aspects are not taken into considera-

tion by the Enquiry Officer though urged by the applica

(7) The |applicant submits that the impugned order of

'
;

the respdndent suffers from non application of mind. The

g Selgery

nt,

T
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6 H ‘
Respondent did not ex=m1 e the case seperately and dild not give anj

. L |
reasons how he came to such conclusions,  He 51mply re oomced the

‘_

flndlngs of the Enguiry Oﬁflcer; Thus the inpugned oner is not val

:J..__-

under law as it violated%Rule 8(2) (v) of ED agents(Cond

Rules 1964,

(8) The applicant further éubmit‘that though he is gove.Eed by the E

s]) agents (Conduct & Service}iRuIes 1964, by implication,+ r
sciplinary rules %ramed under post&Telegraphs LanualPart il

Since the rules governing Lha enouirles against ED agents are 1ramei

following| the rule 14 of CFS(Cu&).rgles in spirit, &ccording to rule

by the Di

12-B of post'Telegraphs mahual Part-II(NOTE) the rulesldoes not apply
t0 the cases of employees éxcluded from the operation of CCS{CCA)

5 : Rules, Tﬁ,'show cause notiée issued by the Respondent bkefore paSs%ng 
the impugned orders is not ; dh accordance with the procedure presa
criked unéer rule 12-c(c)of;Post&Telegraphs Manual Par;¢ﬂ &nd the
impugnedAlrder‘is not valid;under law; The applicant cele‘not hiwe |
been dismissed from service, |

(9) The punishment awarded by the respondent is harsh and is not
in commensurate with the mature of charge, By doing that the

petitioner|who is a poor man is thrown into the streets,)

|

7 y
‘%% (10) As the spplicant could not get any eliefs from the |authorifites,

2Bz Al

he is approaching this Honible Tribunal,

 VII, MATTERS NOT PENDING ANY COURT:

The |applicant has hot-filed any writ, suit or appeal befofe
any court or authorlty nor pevdlng in this regard,

VIII, EXHAUSTING ALTERNATE REwaIEs:

o o : Thnwapplicant 73
T . %p&mmﬂg Box Qﬁiﬁioﬁ%esd?v{waaw
: =i 'Qﬂu*?'¥3 p%qm;&¢\ ¥ﬁ§WJLNVbLL‘\Jw“MnnX
IX. MAIN RELIEFs‘ - _ _ | ;___~iL____H;_~q‘“
. f g !
For the facts and circumstances stated above, the apincant ‘
prays that the Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased tos

——pa-—a— —aa—a e s T e |

'Contd. AN AN ]




& |
|
L
|
| |
(a) to quash the impugned orders passed by the
Respondent in Memo No, PF/ED Mgr/Stom dt, at

Raj ahmundry the 29-6-1992 as violative of

1le 8 of ED agents(Conduct and Service)

Rules 1964 R/, Rule,12-c(c) of Disciplinary

Rulefs framed in Post & Telegraphs Mamual

{b) To! direet the Respondent who is the appoin-
ti#zg authority to reinstate the applicant back
into service with full back wages and

(c) to :'pass such other order or orders as this
Hori'ble f& Tribunal deems just and necessary
in the circumstances of the case.

) \
> ﬁ INTERTM RELIEFs-
. |

. For thek\ facts and circumstances stated above, the

Applicant prays that the Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased
to (post E~=th ST case*it’a“*a~rn9,érar3’.ﬁataw

[‘mtere gEET %@f Jastice

-"-'----...__ ..-.._..,.e-..,
for:heaTiiios s nethes”

o ~%"”*’“

1 - e
o ; 2 .
, ﬁ/ COURT FEESs- (a) I.P.0. Nof& Date s L §- 6 2 !
" - “ - ) \/

y 1
( ﬁﬂ( ENCLOSURES ¢
S
(a) 1.0, Ko, 697 L (Lf - P
)

{b) Material papers Y o =

9 - Selgon wmpear

COUNSEL&R APPLICM . APPLICANT

\‘ VERIFICATION
|

I, Imandl tlsatyanarayana.slo +Appa Rao, Hindu, aged 32
vears, Ex. .D.Telegraph Messenger, Raghudevapuram, East
Godavari Di strict, do hereby daclare that the above stated
# facts are tme and correct to the beat of my knowledge,
information and belief, Hence verified on this the ....

day of May, 199‘1 at Hyderabad.
HYDERABAD, 9 mt.xc j

|

D, 62-5-93 kt
-

1

|

|

)



| appliCation\For the following reasons.

DECLARATIONS

- J

(1) The APplicant hereby declares that he is not & party
te O A./RP/HP,.....pending before this Tribunal or ‘dis-

poeed of bg‘this Tribunal/Kst Erstuhile Tribunal/High Court

|
p——

of Andhra Pradesh, in which the same issue or similar con=-

troversy h?s been raisad;

The Applicant is not a-were that he is a party

to any Gﬂ/ﬁ P, ¥ pending bafore this Tribunal or they any
OA/RP/uP, ?as been disposed of by this TrlbunallEratuhilL.
Tribunal/High Court of Andhra Pradesh, is which the same

issue or éimilar controversy has been raised,

|

ThatApplicant hereby Purther decleres that persons

|

likely to be effacted are impleaded as Respondents in

this applicftion/not impleaded as respondents in this

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT

1 ' S"J@/@/Maﬁ’) Y

APPLICANT

NOTE: Any aﬁe Applicant autherised by the other appli=-

cants may sign the declaration.

|
|
|
|

4
— ot




DEPARTMENT OF POSTS~INDIA

- N

]
\BY REGD, POST ACK DUE
i ‘
To i

|

Sri I.Satyadnarayana

ED Messenger(Put Off)

Seetanagaram

at Raghudevapuram

No,.PF/ED Messanger/STN dated at RMY the 7-5-32

Spb:-Rule 8 Inguiry against Sri I.Satyanarayana
ED Messenger {Put Off) Seetanagaram,

B2

-

The rec%ort of the Inquiry Cfficer is enclosed. The
Disciplinary Authority will taxe suitsble decision after

considerdng the report . If you wish to make any repre-
g 8 v I

sentation or submission, You may do so in witing to the

Disciplinarﬁ Authority within 15 days of receipt of this
!
letter. (
B.A.I.O.Repért Sub Divisional Inspgctor
g (PCstal)
Raj ahmundry West Su%—Divi-
gion

Raj ahmundry - 833 101
AV C
s\




is therefore imputed that Sri

travention of |[Rule 17 of ED Agents{C&S) Rules 1964,

STATEMENT OF T
OF THE ARTTCLE

RAYANA ED MESSENGER(PUT 0FF) SITHNAGARAM, S0

at Sitanagaram|SO was on leave without allowances from

30~3-90 to 8-4490. Crostmaster Raj ahmundry and ASPOs Rajah-

as
N
"

ARTICDE.ITI

Sri Imandi Satyanarayvana. while working as EDMC upto

29-6-89 at Bitanagaram ‘SO and as ED Messenger since 30-6-39

at Sitanagaram SO absented himself from duty without aple—

{
ing for leave on certain dates and applied For leave, for:

the period of sbsence from duty, at later dates. It is

1 :
therefore imputed that Sy Imandi S&tyanarayana acted in ¢

travention L Rule 5 of ED agents(Conduct and Services)

Rules 1964 a%d thereby failed to maintain absolute inteqri
and devotion tc duty as reguired by Rull7 if ED Agents (C&S

Rules 1964, | ]

ARTICLE.IIX

Sri Imajdi Satyanaravana, while working as EDMC upto

22-6~89 and as ED Messenger since 30-6-89 at Sitanagaram 80

did not reside at the place of his duty i.e. at Sitangaram

rON=—

24
}

but reside at Raghudevapuram, a village, notin the delivery
jurisdiction bf Sitangaram combined Sub Office. Sri ImandJ
Satyanarayanal therefore violated the principle condition re

ing his residence at +he place of his duty, 8itanagaram., I%
. |

ANMNEXURE - II

[}

ARTICLE. 1

Sri Imandi Satyanarayeana while working as ED Messenger

mundry East Suly-Dvn. stating that Gr-'D' official of Raj ahrun

I.5atyanarayana acted in Con-

MPUTATIONS CF MISCONDUCT /MISREHAVIOUR IN SUPPQ

OF CHARGES FRAMED AZATNST SRI IMANDI SATYAMAL

-

TArCd—

3y
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" |

are sumdged an inventorv was prepared on the epot. Far-

n
i
..

~ :

HO reporteF_to him that.a. scavenger of RTC Depot Rajah-

mundry han?ed over TB of Sitanagaram in suspicious condil
tion and *Tat the TB was handed over to the Controller of

RTC Depot, | Rajahmunéry with a letter of complaint. En-|

quiries ma%é-into the case revealed that the TB in temped:
red condltﬂon was openad in the presence of RTC Autho-
rities as well as the Demartm@ntal OfF1c1la¢s, The TB ele

tains 4 bag inside including one parcel bag addressed

|

to Réjahmun'ry RMS by Sitanagaram SO, The Parcel Bag apps:

red to have|been epened and recdlosed with a smudged seal

on tag label. On opening of the Parcel bag in the pre-—

1
sence of w;ﬁnesses, it was found that 4 seals out of 10
seals on aljanaqaram RP 5286 dt, 30 3=90 are sumdged and 3

seals out of\e seals on Sitangaram RP 5267 dt, 30-3-90

ther enquirirs with the RTC Bus Conductor AAZ 6842 which

conveyed SitTgaram mails on 30-3-90 to Rajahmundry

revealed thaT by the time the bus AAZ 6842 reached Coka-

varam Bus stand in Rajahmundry. Sri Imandi Satyanarayana
hearded the same bus and took tickets along withhis
accomplices to RTC bus complex and as the Driver and

Conductor are welknown to Sri I.Satyanarayana, Sri I.

Satyanarayana; bagan chit chat with the driver of the
bus and when the bus reaches 3 Cinema Hall Centre, Sri
I.Satyanarayan got down and asked the Conductor of the
bus for the bjgs of Sitanagaram and Torredu and took

cnly the TB of Sitanagaram on the plea that the PO is

very nearer to that place and called a Rickshaw and

lodded it withlthe TB of Sitanagaram, leaving the Torredu

bag behind as the bus moved already. The Conductor sta-

ted that Sri I.Satyanarayana is working at Sitapagaram SO
The Group 'D' £L11c1al of Rajahmundry HO stated that the

TB of Sitanagaram was handed over to him at RTC Complex

|

[

™1

T
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INQUIRY REPCRT UNDER _ RULE-8 OF P&T EDAS(COBDUCT ATID SERVIL

‘ e ek o U D e e e e v e - — A

QULLS 1964 ~ CASE OF SRI I,SATYRNARAYANA ED WESbENGEQ(PUﬁ

———..n-——-..——--m-‘-—_.———.--——-m—-

ASPOS RAJAHMUNDRY SUB-DVN? RAJAHMUNDRY MEMO NOC. PF/ED W”R./ST

— — — - — —‘— - - - - — - — - - — - —-— — — —— - - - . - - - - -—

DATED 28-9=-90,

I,T.V.Lao, ASPOs, HQrs. % Supdt. of Post Offices, Rajah-

mundry Division, Rajahmundry was appointed as Incuiry Officer

to ingquire into the charges framed against Sri I.Satyaﬁaqayana

ED Tele Mesfenger(Put Off) Sitanagaram SO vide APSOs,

RMY - Sub—D#n., Rajahmundry in his Memo No,.,PF/ED MGR/Stn.

| , .

dtf25-10-902 %
Sri P.Narasimha Murthy, ths kmR then SDI(P),Korukon%a

Sub-bvn. COLukonda énd hew ASPOs,Jangareddigudem was app&nn—

ted by the %SPOS Rmy Sub-Dvn. Rajahmundry in his memo Yo,

PFAED Mgn/S%n dt,25-10-90, as presenting officer, :

£33

The charges that were framed against Sri I,5atyananayana

ED Mgr.{Put|Off) Sitanagaram are:

ANNEXURE - I

STATEMENT Of ARTICLE OF CHARGES FRAMED ACGAINST SRI I.SARYA-

NARAYAN ED MESSENGER(PUT OFF)SITHANAGARAM 30.

ARTICLE - .1

Eﬁﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁﬁix&fxﬁﬂﬂiﬁkﬁx@ﬂx&ﬁkﬁgﬁﬁxﬂRBMERX&QRENﬁixﬁﬂixix -

i)
=
i

SrL I%mndl Satyanarayana, while working as ED Messeg

ger at Slua agaram so used his official influence on 30-3=20
and took away the TB of Sitanagaram destinated to Rajahmundry

HO, from the conductor of RTC bus at a point’not authorised

to hand over he TB by the Bus conductor and tranferred thg

'
‘¥

TB through an unauthorised person to the Departmental Offi-

o
]

cial in RTC Ex complex Rajahmundry on 30-3-90. It is thex

fore 1mouted that Sri Immandi RH}EKNHE@XXXEKXEﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁxxxxxmixx
i
Satyanarayana acyed in controvention of Rule 22 of ED

Aqentq(Conduct and Services) Rules 1964 and thus failed I

]
I

maintain absolute interity and devetion to duty as requl-

raed by Rull70 ED agents(Conduct and Servides} Rules 1964.

- =
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Raj ahmundry by a scavenger of RIC Complex on 30-3-90 -stat
f 3

ing that the Postman of Sitanagaram had asked him to hang

f . s ‘g : m
over the tapal bag to the postal official waiting in RTC

Complex for tappals. Ehe scavenger, on further encuiries

| F
)_} with him identified Sri I.Satyanaravana as one who is work-

ing in Sitaragaram. [

i

[ | ARTICLE - II

|

{A) Sri Imandi Satyaﬁarayana while working as EDMC of Bita-

| ; _
nagaram S0 applied fo£ leave on the first occassion butl/|did

oo | L . . L
5 not join duty after expiry of leave applied for in the [first
’ ' I

: | .
instance, and absconded duty and applied for leave at later

dates fo% periods of %is absence in the following instances:~
(i}}Sri Tmandi Satyanarayana applied for leave on
]28-2-89 for[a periocd of 10 days from 1-3-89 ¢
|10-3-89 butfdid not joint duty on 11-3-89, HJ
Wapplied leave on 14-3-89 for the period from
’Wﬂﬁx 11-3—8? to 13—3—89:
1 \
{ ’ ARTICLE.IX
| l |
e (a) (ilPDrl T. catyaharayana applied for leave for oni
d - day on 3—5~89 but did not join duty on 6-5-89
| and was ab#ented from duty from 6-5-89, to
| 9-5-89, He gave leave application dt.9-5-89 ko
SPM Sitanagaram for leave from 6-5-89 to
9-5-89, [
(1i1) Sri Imandi{Satyanarayana applied for leave from
i 20-6-89 to;23-6-89 but did not join duty on
’ 24~6-89 ané sbsented himself from duty, He handed
a letter dt,28-5-89 to SPM Sitanagaram on 2956-89

requesting?for leave from 24-6-89 to 28-6-8%
Messen-

. | .
ger Sitanagaram stated away from duty without

-

J

(B) | Sri Imandi Satyanarayana while working as ED
|
’ leave after availing the first spell cof leave app-

lied for in the following instances:-

(iJ Sri Imandi Satyanarayana ED Messsenger Sitai garam
| 80 applied for leave from 3-10-89 to 5-10-89 and
’ availed., 'He did not return to duty on 7-1048% and
- I




_v, B

abs

- dt.,

(ii)

(111)5ri
applied for leave: frﬁm 26-12-89 to 27-12-89 and dﬁ

(iv}

aid

from

url
SO

per

-
wn
L]

eoted Erom duty uﬂto 30 .10-89.

30=10-89 to the SPmiﬁltanagaram admitting that he
not apply. for 1eave from 7- 10 89 te 17-10-89% and

18 10 89 to 28- 10-89.

Imand1 oatyanarayaha ED bessenger Sitanagaram
absented from duty %rom 23 11-89 to 30-11-89 as

report of SPM 51ta agaram S0 in his letter 855
g

He‘gavé a letter

|

M

Gt.30-11~89 to Poetmaster Raj ahmundry HO SDI(P) Ra}ahmunf

‘dry

Sri
dt.

at.
Simh
admi
auty
explianation to
SpI(P) Rmy West bub-DVE.
vaBle
done in a previous cQse, had he really sick to the

serijousness menULOnPd in hws ex hlanatlon.

not
applied for 1cave.
29-12-89 only on 3u-sﬁ—o9 by giving an explanation
dt.B50-12-89 to the SPM Sitangaram 80, |

Sr;
from

=

Yest Sub-Dvn cal1ed for the explanation of
Satyanarayana 1n his letter No,PF/ED Megr/STI

27=-11-89,
3.12-89 addressed tb SPM Sitanagaram from Sri %)

Sri _.Satyanaravara to duty and reported- to[

on J~12 893 Srl I batvanarayana furnished hi

the caEllng letter dt,27-11-89 of

because, he \ould have farnished MC

|

. |
Imandi Satvanaragana ED Messenger Sltanaqaram

join duty from 28 12 89 to 30- 12-89 ncr he

achalam LSG PA RaJ ahrnLnury HO requesting him to

The BX planablon is unbel'
as he H?ﬂ

Sri I. Satyanarayana furnished a 1eutar

'JJ

d

2«32 o

ﬁe applied for leave from 2841

I.5atvanaravana ED Messenger altanagaram absen

duty from 18-1- 90 to 27-1= 90 He stated phab

he

applied for leave #rcm 17-1=90 to 2341290 as he w

guf

he

it
Raihuaevanaram statfﬁq “that. Sri I, Satyananagdna vas

un
24

AT
5D

Sri I. Satyanarayanagln nis

19=1-20and uhe of

ary

teL,¢oq of leave fog*z da ays from 24-1-90 to 25-1-

posted a letter t@ tnat effect, He produced

er his treatment‘For chest paln from 17-1-%0 to

]

fering f£from Heart paln and blood motions and t at

ness certlflcate*@t 24-1-90 from Dr.sP Ranqar o of

1-980 and that Srﬁ I.Saryanarayana applied fOTTeX~

3 he posted his a@b11catlon fronm Qaghudevaour§1

I (p) Rmy West Sub4DVn. ualled for explanation g
letter PF/ED Pgr./ST

d stated in his PXplanaLlOm Gtol- 00 he rej

g
hy

ﬁt 1300 th. as psr.vhe wishe

duty-on 27 1-30-

s dootor.

i
3
I

q
lClal Furnwchea Medlcal Cert ﬁidate

|

@i

|

p

-20
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(v}

not attend to dubv on the
of th@ D Meqseng@r vas got doen by substitutes on

res pOESlblllLy oL

e e

1-7-89
11-7-89
207489
26-7-89
28-7-89

2~8=39

1-9-89

and
90=89

e

27=7-89

-0

Sri Irmandi Satyanesrayasna ED

1-é~89 .

5-9-89
7-3-39

|
129289 17-3-89
25-0-89 26-9-89
19-9-89 2 -%-89
28-9-89 7-10-39
12-10-39 24410-89 &
26-10-89 1-11-89
14-10-89 22i11 39 to
4-12-8958~ 12 89 to

h

~3

13-12-892 and also on 7=2- 90

to 15-2-90 |

25-12-89 to 129~12-89
and :

18-01-90 to 127-01-930

9-1-90 to 13-1-90 and
10=2-90 to 15-2-90 and
23-02-90  27-2-90 and
2-3-90 to !8—3-90 and
13-3-90 to 20-3-90, 31-3-90
19-4-90 to 20-4-90 and

204~
1-5-90 to 5-5-90

The subsditutes who worked during the above periods of

sence from

stayements [that

besides attending their own duties due to the absence of

Sri I.Satyanaravana,

following dates and the w

SPM Sitanagaram SO,

[#N]

Messenger Sitanagaram d

NWame of Offici
worked in plac

the absentee

- em s B e Am mm W A e wm e cmr MR T wm e amwe e G e am

—d o~

QO
MRD Raju
Sri 8
Sri MRD Raju

w0

N ot

Sri M,Jacob

Sri M.RD Raju

duty by Sri Imandi Satyanarayana, confirmed in

they have worked in place of Sri I.Satvan

Forr w5 p

D

S,Dhanasha
S.Mohiddin
$.Mohiddin
S.Dhanshav

8,Mohiddin

«Mohiddin

hubd

\‘I'

rk

ne

o

alli

11i

Sri MNakkina Venkata Ramana

Ab—
their

prayana
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' ARTTICLE - TIT

|
1
Sri Ima#di Satyanarayvana while working as EDMC Sitanaga-

R

| |
ram upto 29-6-89 and as ED Messenger Sitanagaram resided

and still QOntinuing to reside at Raghudevapuram only anq not

at the_plaéevof his duty Sitanagaram. By residing at Raéhu-
: - 1

devapuram,lhe is irregqular to attend to his duties at Si%au

nagaram, ?he following are the instances :-

(1) His leave application dt,9-2-38 showed that his
place of residence is Raghudevapuram.

(ii) SPM Sitanagaram resorted on 7-3-88 about his |
i%regular attendence to duty to SDI{p)Rajah- :
myndry West Sub-Dvn,

1~ ==

|
(iii) His leave applications dt.31-8-88 and 15-11-88

1
(iv). SDI(p) Rmy West Sub Dvn. called for the expland:
. tion of Sri Imandi Satyanarayana on 26-8-88 and

. the SPM Sitanagaram reported that the RLs were

erirected to Raghudevapuram where Sri I.Satva-
nFrayana was residing.

(v) SPM Sitanagaram addressed a letter in No.879 on
26-12-89 to Sri I.Satyanaravana who is residing

. . . i

de Raghudevapuiram, r
|

i
The ca%e came up for inguirv before the IO on 31—10-%9.

Sri I.Sat§anarayana,lthe deliquent Government Servant atiten-
ded the inguiry at Sitanagaram. I read over the articles
of charge |as well as the statement of imputations of-mif-
conduct/Mﬂsbehaviour levelled against Sfi I.Sétyanarayafa
in the AS?OS,Rmy Sub-Dvn., memm No.PF/ED Mgr/Stn. dt.28=9~90

and also &xplained to him the contents ianeiugu and endguired
from him to state Specificaily whether he would admit the
charges ot not . The deélinquent Govt, Servant denied 311 the

three charges levelled against him and'requested to proyide

[
the servi%es off Sri B.Ranald Ross SPM Syamalamba Templie

80 as Asst.Government Servant (AGS: to present the caselon

his #xr be?alf . The request of the delinquent Govt.Ser$ant

|




-

. 10. P. Sarveswara‘Rao, Inspector APSRTC, rtc.Complex (SW-10)

12, M Srinivasa #ao, Scavenger APSRTC,Rmy (SW-12)

th= dis-
blLS durwnc the‘courae of enguiry, on behalf of

- plinary authorijty,

—

|

for abp01htment of Sri B .Ronald Rogs SPM, SY .Temple SO

AGS was cbn51dered by the Disc, authorlty. _ \

The c%se was heard by me by holding sittings on 9~1
23—11—90,\24—11—90, 8~-12-90, 13/14-12-390,

1
9-2-91, an% 12-3-91,

In thé sitting held on 9-11-90 and Das with the hel

!
o)

l

of AGS perused the documents filed by the PO, The PhotoT
|

stat copieé of the Statements listed in the Annexure-IIIi
\

|
of the ASqu, Rmy Sub, Dvn. memo No, PF/ED qu/Stn. dt, 28«9

supplied to\the charged official (CO) and the CC was askﬂ

to produce &he list of additional documents required an |
|

fence w1tne$ses Lo be examined, if any. The CO declared %

no aﬂdition?l documents and witnesses are called for, &

During Fhe course of inguiry the following were exa-

7
mined on behglf of the department

£ the e . |
{ . |
|

\as

7

d feu

1—90,
le-1-91, 19-1+91,

-390 were

that

|
8/Sri. 1 | |
1.0V, Ramana S/o Sri Somaraju Raghudevapuram EDSO (SW-T) |
2.8. Dhanshavd1ll S/o Sri S.Mohiddin EDDA Sltanaqaram(sw-°)t
3.M,Jacob, EDNC/Pkr. Sitanagaram (SW-3)

4.M.R.D. Raju; Ag. EDMgr. Sitnagaram(SW-4)

5.5,Mohicddin LDDA, tagagaram(SW—&)

6. L.Dlmhacnam#m 3PM, Alcot Gardens (SW-6)

|
7.K.V,Prasad ﬂne then ASPOs, Rmy East Sub-Dvn(sSW-7) }

U.K V.V, oatyaﬁaravana the then SDI(P)Rmy (West) oub—Jvn(SW~

9.:d.Xhadar Khﬁq SPM, Kapilaeswarapuram(3W-9)

Rajahmunary.

-..l

11, L.V Rama | aothnductor APSRTC Rmy (8W-11)

13,K.§.R. anakaﬁaj ASP, Rmy(E) Sub-Dvn, (SW-13)

None were eiamlned on benalf of the D35S in the lnﬁUer
1

as ﬁ‘e DGES dep&sed that there are no D.W.S. to be examined
. | .

d marked as exhi-
The followzqa documenw are Droduced an <

|
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10.
1%,

12.
13f
14f
15.

16,
17.

21.
22.

J <

|

i : , ]??

J :t 9

.‘
Statement|dt 19-7-80 of Sri MNakkina Venke;a Ramana of
Raghudevapurom Ex-31
Register px Telegrams received for delivery from 1-5-38|tc
5-8-29 (Ex] 52)
Qegister £ Telegrams received for deliver from 25-7-39
to 5-5-90(Ex.33) ' ' !
R@llnunthrd charge revort dt,5-12-82 of Sri N.V. Ramaﬁa
Ex.84, J | _
ﬁssuminqlcharge report dt,18-1-80 of Sri N.V.V.Ramana
Ex.85, ‘
Rellnqul%hlng charge renort dt.27-1-20 of Sri MN.V.V.Ramana
as ED Mgf. Sitangaram (Ex.S6) .
Assumingiéharge Rewort 3t.30-12-89 of Sri I.Satyvanarayhna
Ex.37. ! o .
Statement dt.18-7-90 of Sri Syed Dhanshavalli §/0.8ri
S.Mohiddin EDDA sitanagaram SO(Ex,S8) ,
Charge report dt,14-3-89 relin@uiéhing Sri 5.Chanshavalli
Ex,8.9
Charge report dt,28-6-89 (Ex,510)
Relievin& ehargeureport dt.19-6-89 F/N of Sri I.Satyaﬁau
rayana 5x,8-11
Statemenk dt,19-7-90 of Sri M Jacob EDPkr#MC Sltanagaram
Ex.512 ; J
Stétemen& dt,7-5-80 of Sri M.R.D.Raju before ASP Rmy(g
Ex.S13 i - i

tatement dt.19-7-90 of Sri S.Mohiddin EDDA Sitanagaram

Ex, 3—14N
Letter dt,3-12-89 of Sri K,3imhachalam LSG PA, Rmy-HO
a/t Sri Gopala Xirshna SPM, Sitanagaram(Ex,S-15)
Service [Message dt,30-3-%0, by Postmaster,Rmy-HO(Sxf5?6)
Inventory dt.31-3-50 prepared by ASP,, Rmy(E) and i
Inspector of RIC Raj ahmundry and witnessesed by SDI(p)
Rmy@W) Zx.S17 ;
Leave appiication of Sri I.Satyanarayana dt.9-5-89
Ex,518 i
Charge report dt. 10 5-90 relieving Sri T uyvaseervadem
¥ Ex,s 5-19
SDI(p) ﬁmy West memo No,EDMC/Sitanagaram dt.11-5-89(licave
order} Ex,320 | '
Leave appiication dt.19-6-89 of Sri I.Satyanarapana (Ex,S21)
Letter ﬁt.28-6—89 a/t SPM, Sitangaram by Sri I.Satyaéarayana
Ex,522.

T 7 ] O P e ot e e
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23.5DI(p)iRmy(U) Mems No.EDMC/Sitanagaram dt,3-7-89(Lea
erders) (Ex.5.23)

24 ,Leave application dt.3-10-89 of S5ri I.Satyanarayana (@
25.letter dt.2B-10-89 of Sri I.Satyenarayena A/t sol(pf
Rmy (W) Sub-Dun. Thragh SPM Sitanagaram (EX $-25)
26.lLetter dt.30-10-89 of Sri I.3atyanarayana A/t SDI(P)
Rmy (W) | Sub=Dun.(EX 5-26)

27.Letter dt,24-10-89 Rr of Sri Bulliraju(Ex.5-27)

28.Letter ! NO.853 dt.23~11-89 of SPM Sitanagaram A/§ the
S01 Rmy (W)Sub.Bvn,(EX 5-28)

29.Letter No.PF/ED Mgr./St. dt.27-11=89 of SDI(p) Rmy (X
Sub-Dvh. A/t Sri I.Satysnaraysna (Ex.5~29)

30,Letter dt.5-12-89 of Sri I.3atyanarayana SDI(p),Rmy(
(EX S=30)

31.beave §pplication dt.5-12=-89 of Sri I.Satyanarayana
requesting fer leave fram '23-11-83 to 412~89(Ex . 5=311

32 .Leave application dt.26-12-89 of Sri I.Satyanarayane

. requesting leave from 26-12-89 to 27-12-89 (Ex.5-32)

33.Repcrt1of SPM Sitanagaram in letter No.883 dt.28-12-§
A/t sDI(p) Rmy (W)(EX S-33)

34 .Explanation dt.30-12-89 of Sri I.Satyanarayana to SPJ
Sitanagaram (EX. S-34)

SS.Report‘in itter No.903 dt.18-1-90 of SPM oSitanagaram
A/t sDI{p) Rmy(W) (EX 5-35)

36.Leave épplication dt,17=1=-90 of Sri I.Satyanarayana

f e

posted|at Fortgate Rajahmundry received et Sitanagarg
on 22-1-80 (Exs. S-36)

37.Medical Certificate of Fitnees dt,24-1-90 given by
Sri SP Ranga Rao, of Raghudevepuram to Sri I.Satysnal
(Ex.5-37)

38.Leave Lpplication dt. at Raghudevapuram the Z4-1-80 @&
Sri I.$atyanarayana requesting for leave for 2 days
from 24-1-90 to 25-1-90. (EX 5-3%8)

39,Report!in letter No.$11 dt.22-1-80 of S5PM, 5itangaran
to SDI{p) Rmy West(EX 3-39)

aO.Explan%tion dt.27-1-90 of 5ri I,Satysnarayana to 501 p)

Rmy{W) | (EX 5-40)
41.Letter | No.PF/EDMgr/Sitanagaram dt.19-1-90 of 5pI{p)
(W) A/t Sri I,Satyanerayena.

|

X 0 S.26)

oo

)
)

ayana

my

42 .Cxplangtion dt,1-2-90 of Sri I.Setyanarayena A/t SDIHP)

Rmy (W) (Ex.S5=-42)
43 .Report| in léter No, EDWC dt.8-3-88 of SPH Sitanagaram

A/t SDI{p) Rmy{W) Ex.S5-43)
44 .Report| of SPM, Sitnagaram dt.,2P=-0-88 to SBI(p) Rmy{u]

£X. S-44)




R LB

! M1

-
| .
| | |
45, Reportof‘SPM Sitanagaram c¢t.1-9-88 along with ack. ’
signed bﬁ Sri I.S5atyanarayans on 31-8-88(EX.S-45) ’
46. Leave application dt at Raghudevapuram the 31-8-88 re-
cuesting|for leesve fram 31-8-86 to 30-9-8B(EX S-45)
47, Report in Lr.Ho,EDNC/Stm dt,31-8-88 by 5P, Sitanagarm

to SDI{p) Rmy (W) (EX S-47)
| ’ .
48, Letter dt.14-3-89 of Sri I.Satyeraraysna A/t SPM, |

Sitanagaram (Ex. S=48)
49, Statement dt.2-4-90 of K,V,Ramawx Rao.lonductor APSRT?
_Rajahmuncry (EX. 5-49) f

In the article 1 of the charge sheet it uwas alleged [
o :

that Sri'I.%atyanarayana (¢.0,) while working as ED fgr. Qt

Sitanagaram{so took away the TN of Sitanageram SO destinet

to Rajahmun@ry -HO from the RTE Bus Conductor at a point |

not authorised to hand over the TB by the Bus ﬂonductor,’

using his official influence on 30-3-90, : i

. |
From this purpose the POprepented Sri Pulaparti Sarueé

wara Rau(su—10) traffic Superintendent APSRTC Ragahmunori

Sri Korla UenPata Rama Rao(SW-11), Bus Lonductor No.647%5
APSRTC Rajahmundry Despot and Sri Masabattula Srinivasa
Rao (Su—|2) Scavenger APSRTC Bus Complex Rajahmundry bef#re

the I 0. \ ) |
In hils #=pEskx depositiion 6t,19-1-91 the 5W-10 de?o-

sed before the 10 that on 34-2-90 he sigmsd the inuentozr
relating Eo the contents of the Sitanagaram TR(EA 8-17)73

. _
witness and that the contents of the inventory are truej
| . :
In his deposition dt,19-1-91 the SW-11 deposed before the
‘ !
10 that on 30-3-90 he wes on cuty as conductor in PurusWDthau
|

patnam —K@kindaaus No.ARZ 6842, that the Sitanagaram PJstal Ban

loaded at about 2=-15 PM on that day a2t Sitanagarem that
Sri I.Saﬁfanarayaﬁa (CO) also took bus tickst at Gokavaram
Bus stanc  and boardéd the bus there and took away the Jita-

amy s

T
i
pagaram %B from him at 3 Einéha Halls (Uiz., Ashoka, Sr

Lakshml)‘_cntie. the Su-11 Further depospd in EXcmlPaTlOﬂ

t
in Chef %hat when the CO was cuestined by him as to uhl

| |
' |

i




PR

|
’l
|
|

he asked Foﬁ the Dostal bag of Sitanagaram meant for Rajahe

12

-

mundry . hDat‘S Cinema Halls centre, the CO reportedly stated
f
to the SU-1H that he was transferLed to Rajahmundry and tTat

Hajahmundryﬁﬂﬂ is nearsr to that plsce! The SW-11 identil

fied the CC as the ons who had taken away the Sitanagaram|

o
Pag from hiw "before the I0. The SW-11 further deposed bL

Fore the IUI ‘when cross PXEMlﬂed by the Defence Assikant |

as ta why ha hac.handed over the Postal Bag *tc the CO

t 3

m

Cinema Hallé centre when he was supposed to hand ocver thel|same

[
1

at RTC Bus ?Dmplpx that as the CD stated te him that he [{CO)

was transfegred to Rajehmundry and Rajshmundry HO is neargr to
‘ .

Bk that_pla?e he (SW 11) hpnded over the bag tec the CO,

The.ﬁu 12 identified the CO before the ID that the
C0 is the one -who had asked him to.heand .over the bag to

‘ | | . _ . |

Pest Office| officil =x on the platform. In his depositigs

dt.19-1-591 Fhe SW 12 depased brfore the ID that the CO is|the

Gne who askbc him to hand over the postal beg to the can%

I

| . ’ . i .
cerned pmstbl of ficisls on the platferm and that the LG ”

accompanied, him for some distance and disappeared letter |and that theE

¢l handed over the bag to the Pastal official

on the plaﬂform.

The{ME SW 12 further depcsed ¢ before the 10 under i

gxamination in chief that he assured the post 0ffice Staff

on'platforw on that day that he could identify the person

|
cial on thé plat forw on that day.

who asked Alm to hand- over” the postal bag to the postal EFFi—

Thg SW 12 further reglled to a question put by the

Defance As%t gnder-ceross Examination that the C0 came to
l !

the Bus St%nd by a moped (Luna) and parked the same at

D——
1

«®

the iaueto[ies and hurried him to hand over the postal b
gl officials on the pletform on the plea thaq

to the pos.

Sitanzgaram Bus woult be missed and the bag was to be ’

P



+

-

A

loaded in that Bus., He (SW 12) further added that the [0 promised

to return there after parking his luna in the stand whep he

asked the €O to accompeny him znd was not seen later ever at

the luna stand.
In his deposition dt.14-12-80 Sri KUV Satyanerayena
i )
the then S0I{p) Rmy{W) Sub-Dvn,{SW 8) deposad before tH

10 that he had received a Service Message{EX.5-16) from

4

Qi

PH., Rajghmundry;HU on 30-3-90 at late hours at 12-00 ﬁﬂock

in the ninht, thet since the matter pertains to the

temporinﬁ of seals of the TB of Sitanagaram dt,30-3-50

to be received by Rmy=-HO., that he informed the Pcstmaéter

thatthe case does not relate to him, that the SPOs,Rmy

was alsn ipformed accordinaly and that he proceeded alen
Cly . g

with ASPG, Rmy(E) Sub-Dun to assist him and that the

SW=7 prepared the inventory of the contents of the T8 dated
. |

‘ !
30-3-90 of Sitanagaram S0 for Rajahmundry-HO and that hF

signed as witness on Ex.S=17. The SW B further deposed

fore the |10 during cross examination by the CO/DA that

=

seal of the TR wa2s naot in good condition and it uas sug
ous and That the seal of the parcel bag wag suspicious
the seals of the remaining begs were intact.

i
In hfs deposition dt,13-12-90 Sri K.Venkata Prasad

(5b-7) given hefere the I0 under examination in Chief
:

deposed that he weokix worked as ASP{rmy) East Sub.Dvn

from 18=2-86 to 29=-5-80 and Rajshmuncry HO was under

his juriFﬂicticn, that on 31-3-80 he received a seruie?
message(tx.ﬁ—?E) at 9~15 Hrs. from the Fostmaster,

Rajahmuwdry-HP regarding the incident of handing over

of the TB of Sitanagaram S0 by ths xgg# Scavenger of gy

RTC Depét at RTC complex to the Group-D of Rajewmundr y-~HO

that the seel of the TB uss suspicious and reguested
|

enquiric

to the $P0s. Rmy =nd the SDE(p)} Rmy{W), that immeciatzxly
J

s, that the telsgraph message was also endor sgy!

b=
the
pici-

and

= = —
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on receipt; of the m2ssage he has preceedsd ro Rmy~HO te

inguire inim tjs facts of the case, The Sim7 further

deposed that after coming to know that the bag was hsnd?d

over to the controller APSRTC Rajahmundry himeelf and th
SDI(p) Rmy (W) Sri Kvv Satyansrayana (SW-8) ‘both proceedel

to RTC BusiDepot and contacted the inspector APSRIQ Sri

P.3arvesuara Rao(SW=-10) to whom the bag wss actually han

ded cver, that he (SW-18) showed the T8 with him tothem
for examination, that an examination of the condition of
|

|
the bag and its seal they (SW 7 & 8) suspected soms thing

W ong and &ook delivery of ‘the bag from the inspector andg

prepared inventory(Ex.S5-17) in the presence of the Inspec

1
tion(Sw-1U). The SW-7 further deposed before the I0 as &

mination 1n chief that on 2=4-90 he obtained the statemen

Sri K.V.Rama Rzo(SW=11).conductor No.64756 of APSRTC Raja

who was on |duty on Bus No.6842 on 30-3-90 from Purushotha

Kakinada(via Rfmy}, that the signature on the statement @

The 3W-7 further narr
l

to a questlpn put by the CO under cross examination beFor

|

seen from the message(EX S5-16) and preliminary

attending ﬂFFicer is of him(SW-7).

I0 that as

ade by him the bag was handed ocver by thp sCa=-

that the Croup-D oq

[

finding thefcondition of the bag and its seals suspicious

enquiries m
vengerto Grmup-D at APSRTC Bus stand,
handed ouergthe bag to the controller, that it was not

brought to hajahmundry HU by any Gr-0 on that day. To

anather QUELthﬂ the SW-7 further narrated that whenr enqu
with the conductor by the Group~D the conductor (SW-11) |
reportedly-:ola the Group~D that the bkag was aiven to
Sri Satyanatayana (CO) who happened to work as postman

at Sitanagaram and Raghudevapuram,

D

i

3|5U 7 & 8)

X 3~
t from
hmundry
ptanm
'S

ated

'UJ

the

ired

When gquestioned by the CO/AGS under cross examinstion

as to what @as the actual condition of the bag amd its se

|
when the TBiwas shown to him (SW-7) by the Inspectnr RTC
i

H1
:




'5\/

official

from 30—3

Athat he |(

which was

Bud‘DepOt-

of the TBj

the condﬂiﬁon of the bagwas however intact.

tions put
depo ed b

rECelved

condition

after tra

he could

The
as to whi
in respec
prepared

to beg int

>

of six were smudged on theiRP No. 5267 that the posi-

ks

tion in ¥

"

In

. e

15 -

PN
5
;

LS

i
i

3 the Bw-7 deposeé;before the IO that the seal’

- A

appears to have

To variouﬂ

under cross examination by the coxDA‘the SW-7

efore the IO on 13-12-90 that since the TB was
;hrough unauthoriéed source and in suspicious |

and an inventory.was prepared, that since thﬁ
. . ES v !

Sri I. Satyanaravaﬁa CO was absent from duty

101a1(CO)
Sv-"7 rénlied to tﬁe question put by the CO/DA

not contact the o

ch is the correct p051t10n regarding the sealf

t of RP No, 5?67 dt 30 3-90 as in the 1nventory

by him (SW—?) tbeaseals of RP—5267 were sLate?
¥

act whereas the charge= shows theee seals out!

c

-

ne inventory is qpr:ect.
: ‘ i Co

his defence statéﬁent.dat.12—319l given by the

CO to-the

Chest pai

* leave due to heart pain aé? bleood motions,
30-3-90 he did not take téé TB of Sitanagaram SOrdestiL
ﬁed f@r'$ajahmundry HO.frém the conductor of RTC Bus
at a pOLht not authorléed to hand over the TB by the 3{

conductor and that in the! charged itself it was btated‘

that the

at a point not aitﬁorisedito hand over the TB,

further 5

he bus ponductor recogniged him{CO)

the bag j§

the scavenger (SW-12)

B was Wanded ovér by the Bus Conductor of RTC

I0 the CO submitted that he was en leave

-90 A/N to 9-4-90 as

i
A

in the mgnth of

he was suffering from
n, that Jan-90. also he was on

that on

’éen removed and reaffixed and
[

nsLer of altanaaaram S0 to Raj ahmundry Sub—DVﬂ.

i

ég

-

The d%

ubmitted that dufing the course of inquiry

ust to escape fr?m his responsibility,

CO) handed over Him (SW12) the TB at

"l
f
. i
? ‘
'he‘CO rurther added that THeN

'l'
¥

15

as the one who took
and that

alsoétrieé to make evéry one believe

Bus

RTC Complex




EE?
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ted to handed|cver, that the bus conductor who was not )

..
(1]

16

e |

. . I
Scavenger never saw him before,

|
The PO in his brief stated that the first article of

! w
charge was' proved by the depositions dt.19-1-91 of 3ri ®
SarveswaralRao,)(SW 10), Sri K.Venkata Ramarao bus dondue

tor(SW-11)and Sri M.Srinivasa Rao Scavenger{sw.12). Thé

PO further‘stated in his brief that Sri K.V.Rama Rao(SW-11)

' 1
who worked!as bus conductor in Purushothapatnam Kakinada

Busg No.AAZ‘SSéZ on 30;3-90identified Sri I.5atyanarayana(Co)

hefore to ﬂO on 12-1-91 as the cne who took the TB destiﬁed

to Rajahmundry HO at the junction of Ascka, Laxml and Swd
. I

theatres onl 30-3-90 convincing him (SW=11) that he (CO) whs

transferred| to Rajahmundry and that it is the nearest plﬁae to

Go to Rajahmundry HC and that he (SW-11) confirmed the con-

tents of Ex.5-49 given before the 10, The PO further sta{

ted tn his Brief that Sri M.Srinivasa Rao (SW-12) who was%

than working as sacavenger in RTC Bus Comolex, Rmy also E
i

identified qhe CC as the one who handed over the pogtal
bag to him(SF~12) to be handed over it to the postal

1 .
0%ficial on futy con the platform, Sri P,Sarveswra Rao,

{3w-10) Traf%ic Supdt.in APSRTC Rry depot deposed that he(ﬁW-lO}

was the witness when three rostal officials took the TB frdm the

RTC Bus Depnt authorities and prepared inventory of the cor

terts on 31-3-90, that Sri KoV Prassd(SW-7) in his deposi-

tion dt.13_1%~90 before the I0 stated that “he seal of the

TB appeared to have been removed and reaffixed, Thus the PO

stated the charge as clearly proved,

Sri I.Satyanarayanra, the charged official, in his brief
dt.22-5-91 stated that he did not take the TB of 35i

to Rajahmundry HO at a point where the bags were not exvec-

}wdwdtohmdowwimebwsatapdﬂtmﬁ:mmmﬁﬁalﬁr

mail exchange,| handed over the hags to some one, and to excal

tanagarﬁﬂ

Yy

==

lpe
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trom his responsibility trying to identify him as “he

person. The CO further stated in his brief that the

bus conductor(SW-11) did not obtain his (CO) signature

while handlng over the bag and there is no second wltneﬁr in the
¥ hus who had seen him(CC) taking the bag, that the identiifving

Ot the scavenger (SW-12) is also a made up case since

there is nd other. witness to orove that he (CO) had

handed over the bag to the Scavenger at RTC Complex, thaé

he once again submitted that he (CO) did not take the
bag firom the bus nor @id he hand over the hag at RTC

Complex,

=

The points for consideration in the first article
of charge ark,
i. Whether #he TB of Sitanagaram SO for Raj ahmundry
d0 was uauthorisedly taken by CO on 30-3-90 and whether
the conductor unaiuthorlsndly handed over the sitanagaram
TB t6 the CO at 3 Cinema halls centre on the date men-

XJ | tioned supra.

2. Whether ﬁhe sitanagaram TB was transferred through
an unauthorised person toc *“he Gepartmental official in RTC
Bus complex Rajahmundry on 30-3- 90
3. Whether the seal of the Sltdnagaram TB was removed

- and reaffixed,

As -er tﬁe devositions of the SW.11 it is evident
that the CO had unauthorisedly took awayv the Sitanagaram
T3 at 3 Cinema halls centre on 30- 3=90, vide Ex S~49 The
SW-11 Ffurther deoosea before the IO in his denosition
dt.19-1-91 that he know the CO and handed over “he bag at
3 cinema halls centre as the CO informed him that he was
‘transferred to R%jahmundry and Rajahmundry -~HO is nearer
to that place. The SW-11 identified the CO before the

I0 as the one who tcok the bag from him(SW-11) on 30-3-90

I
during the course of vroceadings of the case.
|




) +

‘;b"’ ‘

E=1
the scavenger to make out a case against the CO, I

18 ‘

The sw“ﬁz in his deposition dt,19-1-91 denosed bhe-

fore the IO |that the CO asked him to hand over the Sita-

nagaram TB ﬁo the Postal Officials on the platform on 30—]—90

and he {C0) laccompanied him(SW-12) to some distance and tl
CO Aisappeated later. The SW-12 identified the CO as

the one whoihad asked him to hand over the Sitangaram TB
to the Post?l Officials on the platform on 30-3-90, Henc

he point raised by the CO0 in his defence dt,.12-3~21 that

the SW-12 naever seen him before does not arise.

|
As regards receipt of the TB by the Postal Officials

[¢1)

4 1)

on 30-3-90 ik suspicious condition{Removal of seal and rﬁe

ffixing of ?eal) the inventory(EX S-17) prepared by SW-17)

prepared by‘SW~7 and signed as witness by SW-8 and SW-10 {

is establisbed that the seal on the TB of Sitanagaram SO

was removed‘and reaffixed,

[
!

It ma? be a fact that the sitanagaram TB was han-
ded over by;the Bus Conductor({SW-10) at an unauthorised
¥ place o& exchange without obtaining any accquittance.

Byt the arghment of the CO in his defence dt,12-3-81 that

the case is made against him by the conductor and scavenger of
|

APSRTC is not. tenable when the CO was duly identified by

the conductpr & Scavenger(SW-11 & SW-12) and there is no|diffe-

rence betwqen the version of the conductor (SW-11) during
the prelimipnary enquiries and his deposition hefore the

IO and theﬁe'is absclutely no need to the conductor and

beliesve th% depositions of the conductor(SW-11) and

S¢avenger(SW-12) given before me as true as over the rea-
S0NS stateq above and I hold the article of charge one
as proved heyond reasonable doubt.

\
In article.? of the charge sheet it was alleged that

I

Sri I.Satyznarayana while working as EDMC upto 29-6-=89 at
ta :

Sitanagaram SO and as ED Messenger since 30-6-59 at Sitansgaram

(1)

e e

AR W e ) e
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(1)
=
s
1%

80 absented himself from duﬁy without applving “or leave

? on certain dates and appliéd for leave for the veriod of

shsence from duty at a later date.

For this purpose the PQ presented SW-1, 3W-2,3W-3

r}J SW-4 SW-5, SW-6, SW-8, SW-9 and SW-13 before the IO.

[
Tn his deposition dt;14-12-90 Sri KVV Satyanarayana

(5W-8) who worked as SDI(p) Rmy (W) from 7-4-89 tO 21-4-90

denosed before the IO uhder examination in Chief regard-
: i .

[
ing the imgutation &% 2(ii) of article-II under Annexure-:T
i ]

that the leave appliceiion dt.6-5-89 of the (3x.3-18)

Erom 6-5-89 to 9~5-89) handed over

to the SPM Sitanagaraﬁ on 9-5-89

") requesting for leave

was received in his

%

office on 11-5-89 on which the official affixed his sigpa-

ture with date 9-5-89 (EX 8-18) that the assuming char

recort of the CO dt,10-5-89 (EX 5-.19) was received in

¥
t

office and the leavé for the period from 5-5-89 to 9“5—89
!

! was sancticned by ﬁgm vide memo No,EDMC/Sitanagaram dt.
11-5=-89 {£X-5-20), #hat as regards the charge A-IIT thL
leaveﬁapplicationf&t.19—6-89, (EX S-21) of the CO recei-

-~ ved b& the SPM Si%angaram on 20~6-32 was received ?f him

(Sw-és that a letﬁer dt.28-6~89 (Ex,5-22) (Requesting for

1eav§ from 24-6wé9 to 28-4-89) received hv the SPMfBita-

najaram on 28-6-79 was forwarded to his office, t?r
e )

leave orders for the period from 19-6-89 to 27~6—], were

. _r /
issued by him on 3-7-8%9 vide his m=mo EDMC/3itanagaram

r

at:3-7-89(Ex,3:23). As regards ExpissriuxxXemcfirox
FREPHBY The imbutaﬁion B{i) of Article.Il under pnnexure-IT

)i the SW-B depoéed that CO applied <or leave TromJF—*O—BQ
{ r
n

gb 6-10-89 (Ex.5-24) and did not turn up to dutv on 7=10-89

i ’é

t the ¢

i , ‘ !
and ahsented “rom duty upto 30=10-89 that gave a let
{

f
Inis unsuthorised absence heyond 6-10-89 which

"in nis (8W-8) office in 30-10-89, that one w]{e representa

ras received
r

T
| |
jto the SPN on 28~10-89{E¥ 5-25)explaining the Tﬁasons for
|
i |



~

"
[\ ]
o
-

4

dt.30—19-89(qx 5-26) was =1so received from the CO in

his office(swua), that a letter dt,24-10-89 (EX 5-27)

received froﬁ Sri ¥,Bulli Raju who workad as substitute
i :

in the place|of the 8O stating that he was continued
| .

to work as E?MC from 7-10-89 since the CO did not rejoin

[P o . .
duty on 7-~10-89 on the expiry of the leave, that it was

informed to Rim (SW-8) by the SPM Sitanagaram., on 24_10-8%

As regards the imputation B(i1) of Article,II under
Annexure -1Ithe SW-8 deposed that the SPM, Sitanagaram
reported hlm‘V1de letter 10.C-£53 Gt.&®% 23-11-89 (3x.5-28)

that the chaﬁqed oFch1a] did not attend to duty on 23-1i-f

and that the‘(SW—u called for the CO's explanation in his

letter Nn.PFkED Mgr@f89 dt,.27- 1i- 89(EX S-29) and that the eL
nation of th@ CO dt.5-12-89 (82X 5-30) was received in his (
office along{with printed leave application dt,5-12.89 reqﬁ
ing leave frm 23-11-89 o 4-12-89 (EX D_31) and that he el

the explanatTOn of the CO was unbelievable as the CO could:

nla-

3#-8}

egst-

t

have furnished MC if he was really sick,

|
The SW-6 in his denosition dt, 8 12-90 given bhefore the

10 deposed that he wrote a letter dt,3-12-89(EX 5-15) to

5ri Gopala Yrishna 8PM, Sitanagaranm requesting the 5SPM !
. i »
Sitanagaram to admit the CO auty.
I

As regards the imputation B(III) of article IT under
!
Annexure-IT ﬁhe 5W-8 devosed before the IO op 14-12-90

that the CO %pplied for leave from 26-12-89 to 27-12-89
but did neither rejoin duty on 23-12-89 For apply for ex-

tension of léave, that rejoin duty on 28«12«89 nor applv

for extension of leave, that the SPM, Sitanagaram in his |
|

letter Vo.C.g83 'dt,28-12-89 (EX.S-33) resorted the matter it

o]

nim, that the CC gave his explanation dt.30-12~89 (EXS-34) Q
e Y- ] + -7 !IL
the SPM blta¢agaram ror his unauthorised abssrce and souqnf

rermigsion t? rejoin dutv that it was. Forwarded to hlm(bi—
by the SPM ol 30-12-89, i

O

J’

M1

— - ——
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the CO in BEX,8-30 was unbelievaple simpl

(1)

21 =

Annexure

As re é ards the imoutation 8(iv) of article. IT undet
W LT the 8W-8 devosed that the SPM, Sitanagaram

vide h1k| etter No.C~903 dt.18-1-90(EX S-35) reported
that the Fo did not attend to duty on 18-1-90 that *he
co gosted!his applicatio for leave for veriod from

17-1-90 o 23-1-90 (EX $-36) without mentioning the

particulars of the substitute and with blank charge re-
vorts simﬁly signed bv the CO as relieved officer and t}
ole] Dosted]

in turn “orwarded the same to him(S7-8) on 22—1-90,

~h (@)

The SW-8 further dernosed that the C0 later hroducea a
medical filtness certificate dt.24-1-00 From Dr.S5.P.Ranga

Rao, Raghudevapuram (EX 3-37) along with his explanatior

dated 74~ 1~20 (EX 8-38) and that the CO vide Ex,S-38

sought for|extension of leave for 2 more days From 24-1-80

o 25-1-90lon the arounds that the CO was stil]l uneel 1
and would %end MC the neriod for which the MC was not
received bf him(SW-.8) at all. The SPM sitanagaram in
his letter No. 911 Fmxdt,22-1-90 (EX,5- 39)renorb9d to him
(SW-8) that the CO was unauthorisedly absent from duty
from 18~1—9P and the CO sent a leave amplication(EX S-36)
Ey post wit%out name of the substitute, The SPM for-

warded the explanation dt.27-1-90 (EX S-10) to him(sW-8)
on 27-1-90 along with the EX 5-39. He had called for the
explanationiof the CO vide his letter No,PR/ED Mgr/Stn,

dt,19-1-90 dEX Suél) in response to which the CO submitte
his explanaéion dt.1-2-90(EX 5-42) in which the CO stated
that he sufffred from heart pain.
The SW-8 ﬁdentified the documents which were marked as

iX.5-18, 19,p0,21,22,23,24,25, %6,27,28,29,30,31,32, 33.
"4.35,36, 27} 38, 39,40, 31, 42.

During the course of cross examination by the CO/
DA before the I0 a question as to why the explanation of

v becuas
=S

it

{

-them at Fortgate-SO(Rmy) to SPM 3itanagaram who

|
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€O was frequently abstaining from duty unauthorisedly *
. - ‘ ‘ !

22 : 1!

|

was not accompanied by an MC, the Sw-8 deposed that the ]:

and giving explaniﬁibns on one plea or the other, The ]
|

{,8) could not believe the reasons put forth by the co,

As regards the imputation B(¥) of article.2R II under,
Asnexare-II Sri KSR Kanakaraju(SW-13) the ASPOs,Ruy (E)
Sub-an v.e.f, 4-2-91 deposed before the I0 om 9=2-91

- (|

that he enquired om 19-7=30 into the allegatioms of

%‘_
I
|

sbsence from duty of the CO on certain dates while works
img as ED Messenger Sittnagarm 80 that he has obtaiued

the statements of S/Sri (1) N.V.Rmana(sw-l)s.uohiddin(SW-S).
.Dhanshavalli (8W=2), and bi.Jacob (sw-s) which were identified

and marked as Ex,S-1, EX S-14, Ex,S-8, and EX 5-12 respectively.

Sri S.Dhanshavall{ (SW=2) deposed before the IO

on 23-11-90 that he had given a statement dt.19-7-9a(nx §+8)

before Sri ZSR Kamaka Raju, ASPOs Rmy(E) Sub-Dvn and he

:l.deutifiedllthe same, In his statement dt 19«77«90 the SW- !

stated that he worked as ED Mgr, in place of the CO om

certaiw dates viz., 26-7-89, 27-7-89 to 1-8-89, When the
CO had gome on leave and on some occassioms when the CO ]
was uauthorisedly absent at Sitanagara_n S0 and used to E
deliver the Telegrams, l

Sri S.Hohiddia(m—ﬁ in his deposition given befoil
|
)
H

1dentified the same, In his statement dt.19-'7-90 the SW-5

the 10 on 24-11—90 had deposed that he had givea a state-
ment 4at, 19-7-96 (Ex 8-14) to Sri KSR Kanakaraju (SW.13) an

stated that he had worked as ED Mgr. at Sitamagaram SO om

certain datés viz., 11-7-89, 20-3=89, 21-7-89 2-8-89, 19489

)

5-9+89 7-9-89, 12-889, 25-9-89, 26-9-89, When the CO did
Rot turn up to duty as per the orders of the SPM,

Sri M.R.D. Raju (SW-4) im his depositiom glven

before the I0 on 24-11-90‘ had deposed that he had given

» sE2858y of the statement dt.7-5-90(EX S-13) the SW-¢ |

— oy
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stated that he worked as EDng. Sitanagaram on cortain
dates Viz., 9«9.89, 28-9-89 to 7-19-89., 12710-89 to
24-10-89 26-10-89 to 1-11-89, 9-1-90 to 13-1-90, 10;299?
t0 15+2+90,23-2«90 to 27=2+90, 2=3<90 to 8+3=90, 13-3~90
to 20-3-90, 31-3-50, 19-4=90, 20-4+30, 1=5~90 to 5520
on parmission of the éPM when there was vacancy arised
due ﬁo the uanthorised absence of the .CO,

Sri—u.v.namanatsw-lD in his deposition given before
the IO on 23-11-90 had deposed that he had given a states
ment on 19-7-9e(sx S-l) to the ASPOs,anahmundry Sub.Dvn,
(swh13)anﬂ the eontents of the statement are true, It
was marked as (zx S---l)o In his statement dt.19-7-99
(Ex S-1) the SW-I stated that he worked as ED Mgr Sita-
nagaram SO in place of the CO from 25-12-89 to 29-12-89
and ;8—1-99 to 27»1-90: He further stated that the
coldid not apply for leave during the above period on
him(swhl){-but the (8W-1) worked in place of the CO dur=
ing the aboLe period és}the SPM Sitanagaram S0 had called

him to do sé. The SWa1 1dent1fied the reliquishing charge
report dt.5-12-89, assuming charge report dt.18-1-90.
relinquishing charge report dt,.27-1-90, and relinquishing
charge report dt:30-12-89 which were marked as Ex:S-4;
5,6,and 7 rgsﬁectivelyt

Sri M.Jacob (SW-3) in his deposition dt.24-11-90
given before.ﬁhe I0 has ﬁeposed that he had given i
statement on 19=7-90 to Sri KSR Kanakaraju, ASPOs, Rmy
sub-Dvn, (sw 13) and that the conteats of the statement
are true. The same is marked as Ex.sulz, In Ex.S-lz
the SW-3 stated that he entered the telegrams in the
register of Telegrams received for delivery Ex.S-3 on
11-10-89, to»4-12-89 and 8=12-89 to 13=12-89 72290
and 15=2-90 45 per the orders of the SPM, Sri K.P.Gopala

Krishna on the occassions when the CO did not turn up to

|
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duty intime, He however stated that he did not deliver

any telegrams on the above dates and also he does not re-

member the persons who‘ delivered the telegrams on i-.he
alyve dates:

The co in his defence statement dt,12-3-91 givea
before the IO has stated that due to his poor health

he had to go on leave manya times,' stme times by applying

for lgavef in advance some times after availing the leave.‘_

The PO in hig brief stated that the 2nd Article
of the charge is proved by the depositioms of Sri

H.V.Raman;a (3'-1). Sri Syed Dhanshavall{ (SW-2), Sri M<ReD,
Raju(SW-4) and Sri S,Mohiddin(SW-5) who worked as ED Mgr.

Sitanagaéem on the dates mentioned in the charge sheet
when the charged official absented from duty manautho-
rizedly, that Sri K, Simhachalam SapaicckOonxin, (SW-6)
also deposed that he wrote a letter (EX S-18) to Sri
Gepalakrighna 3PM, S.t'l:anagaram, requesting him to allow
the CO tol rejoin duty unauthorisedly,' that the deos:l-_

tions before the IC of SW-8 and SW~9 prove that the CO

absented from duty unauﬁhorisedly for the periods mentioned
{n the charge sheet, The PO further stated in his brief that

Sri K.P.Gopala Krishna SPM sita;nagaram could not be ex 1
mined as he expirgd:

The CO in his brief dt:22-5-91 stated that he ab-
gented from duty now and then withouf prior sanction of
leave, that he is a sick person with chest pain, that he
submittedlt.he above fact to his officers several times

and begged to be pardoned on all the occassions, he wa]‘s

granted leéave and there is no signgle occassion on which

he was ¥ 1‘101: granted leave and that on all the occassions

he was admitted to duty and the work never suffered on

account of him since substitutes worked in his place.
|
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The points for consideration pertaining to the charge
are :

(a) whetheL the CO absented himself from duty without apply-
ing fOf leave on certain dates,

| (b) whether the CO applied for leave for the periods of zb-
) sence from duty at later dates,

Ly

It is ?roved tipto dmk the hilt that as per the deposi-
tions of SW-1,SWe2,SW=-4 and SW-S before me and as per the

exhibits S,2,3;4,5,6 & 7, the CO did not do his duty and

e e ———— W F—Tf_‘-r__-ﬂﬁ]‘___—'wflﬂiﬁ‘u

absented h#mself unauthorisedly and the substitutes enga-
. 1 '
ged in hig place on the ates as mentioned in the cshrge

-

sheet, l

Begarqing the point whether the CO applied for
leave for Ehe pgriod of sbsence from duty at a later
date, it 14 clearly admitted by the CO in his defence
statement qt:13-3—91 and the evidence adduced during
the enqﬁirjt Hence the charge is held proved beyond

! reasonable doubt: ‘
In article.3 of the cbanées gheet it was alle-

ged that Sri I:Satyanarayana while wbrking as EDMCupto
e 29-6-89 andjEDHQr: since 30-6-89 4id not reside at
the place of his duty 1:e:. at Sitanagaiam‘but resided
at Raghudevkapuram a village not in the delivery jurise
diction.of\$1tapagaram conbined sub- affice:

The CO in his defence statement dt,12-3-91 stated
that there is no such restriction for the ED Mfficial
other than Lhe EDDAs that thgf shoﬁld reside at the
place of dutyz |

The PO in his brief submitted to the IO stated

! |
that the ch?rge‘is proved as per the defence statement

T

of the CO aémitting his not residing at the place of

his duty. |

In his brief dt,22-5-91 the CO Stated that he

was residiné at Raghudevapuram village which is his
: |
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native place and where he is having his own house
which is only less than 2 KM from Sitanagaram and that

the restriction of residing at the place of d&ty apply

_to EDDAs only and not other ED Officials, that more

over his résiding at Raghudevspuram did not cause -
any dislocation to his duties and that on ome occassion
the SPM hiégelflcalled a substitute from Raghudevapﬁram
to work 1néh§§ place.

The CO Himself admitted that he i3 not reside-
ing at hig place of duty, Sitanagéramt It is not the

point whether the work suffered or not on eccount of

his resid;ﬁg at a place other than his duty point.

Parther thé duty of the Telegraph messenger is to
deliver thé telegrams 1ike similar to the duties of the
EDDA: Hence fesiding‘in the same station of duty is
obligatory; .Eﬁrﬁhér‘Raghudevapuram is not under the
délivery.jﬁriséiction of Sitanagaram SO,

Since the CO is not residing at Sitanagarem
accorﬁing ﬁo his oﬁp clear admission I hold the charge
as proveﬁ beﬁbnd réasonable doubt:

(T oV +RRO)
ASPOs (Hgrs.)

- % SPOs RmysDvn,Rmy-1
and Inquiry Officer,

A
NN




|

Memo N0, PE/ED Mgr/Stn dated at Rajshmundry the 29-6-1992
‘ |
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Proceedings

Read’éﬁé:foiloﬁfggt-

! .
1. This office memo of ever No,dated 28«9-.90
2; Letter of defence dated 23-10-90 submitted by
* Spi 'I.8atyanarayanaED Telegraph Messenger(Put off)
Sitanagaram SO '

3. This office memo of even Wo. dated 25-16-90:appointing

~ Sri T.V.Rao, ASP(Hqrs) as Inquiry Officer.

4, This Office memo of even No, dated 25«10=90 appointing

- Sri P.Narasimhamurthy SDI(P) Korukonda now ASP Janga-
"~ reddigudem as presenting officer,
5. Inquiry Officer's report at,6-5-92,

i

Sri I:Satyanarayana;ﬂb Telegraph Messenger{(Put off)
Sitanagaram was 1nforméa in this office memo of even No.
dated 28-9;99 that it is proposed to take action against
him under Rule 8 of P&T ED Agents(Conduct and Service)
Rules 1964ion the bﬁsis of annexure-I statement of arti-
cles of charges,framed, anpexure-II Statement of Imputa-
tion of misconduct/misbehaviour in support of the arti-
cles of ch#rgea Annexure~III list of documents and
- Annexure I% 1ist of witnesses in support of the articles
of charges framed against Spd Itsatyanarayana, ED Tele-
graph meas;nger (Put off) Sitanagaram SO.enclosed there
to, which are reproduced bolow:

ANNEXURE = I

Statement of Article. of charges framed against Sri

§,§a§ygn§£a!§na ED Messenger (Put off) Sithagagaram;so

-l W

i AppIcLE.1

Sri Imandl Satyanarayana, while working as ED Messen-

ger at Si%hanagaram'SO'used his officlal influence on
30=3=90 a%d took away the TB of Sitanagaram destained
to Rajahmundry HO from the conductor of RTC Bus at a

point hot authorised to hand over the TB by Bus

Office of the Sub-Divisional Inspector(Postal)Rajahmundry
' | West SubeIVﬁéion

- [ ——
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Satyanarayana acted in contravention of Rule 22 of ED

[ ‘
~dates, It is therefore impudted that Sri Imandi

| ~ :
_Satyanarayana acted in contravention of Rull 5 of ED

Conductor and transferred the TB through an unauthorised
person to the Departmental official in RTC Complex Rajah-
mundry on 30-3-90. It is thersforeimputed that Sri Imandd

Agents (Conduct and Services) Rules 1964 and thus failed
to maintain absolute integrity and devotion to duty as re-
quired by Rule 17 of ED Agents(Conduct and Services)

Rules 1964, '
‘ .
ARTICLE,I1

Sri Imandi Satyanarayana while working as EDMC
apto 29-6-89 at Sitagnagaram % SO and as ED Messenger
simce 30-6-§9 at Sitanagaram ebsented himsélf from duty
without appiying for leave on certain dates and applied

\
for leave for the period of absence from duty, at later

|
agents (Conduct and Services) 1964 and thereby Bailled
| | * o
to maintain absolute integrity and devotion to duty as
|
required by Rule 17 of ED Agents(C&S) Rules 1964,

1 ARTICLE-ITT

Sri Imgndi Satyangr;yana; while working as EDMC upto
29«6=89 an& as ED Messenger-since 30-6-89 at Sita@agaram
80 did not‘reside at the place of his duty 1fe: at Sita-
nﬁgaram, b&t reside at Raghudevapuram, a village, not in
the deiive;y jurisdiction of sitanagaram combined Sub
office: Sri Imandi Satyanarayana therefore violate the

principle condifdtion regarding his residence at the

\
place of h%s duty, Sitanagaram. It 1s therefore imputed|

that Sri IrSatyanarayana acted in contravention of Rule,17

of ED AgenFSCC&S) Rules 1964.

|
|
|
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Statement of imputations of Misconduct/Misbehavionr in i\

support of the articles of charges framed against Spt ll'\
‘ I Imand{ Satxanarazana,_

Ay

!
ED Messenger (Put off)Sitnagaram 80"

--..-

mzc:.z-: e

S llll1

Sri Imandj. Satyanarayana while working as ED Messeniyer |
at Sit!naqaram SO was on leave without allowances £rom :
30-3-90 to 8'4'99 Postmaster Rajahmundry Ho 1ssued a l'\!,
service Telegram on 30-3-90 to SPOs Rgj ahmindry and ASPos |
Raj ahmundry Bast suh, Division stating that Group 'D* |
official of Raj ahmundry Ruxk HO reported to him that a
Scavenger of RTC Depot Raj ahmundry handed over TB of Sita-
nagaram in suspicious condition and that the TB was handed
over to the controller of RTC Depoft Raj ahmundry with
aletter of compl&,lint: Enquiries made in to the case ree
vealed that the ‘rﬁ in tampered condition was opened in the
presence of RTC Aﬁthorities ag well as the Departmental

addressed to Raj ahmundry RMS fm by Sitanagaram SO The
paracelbag appeared to have been opened and reclosed with

a smudged seal on tqg lable: On opendling of the parcel bag
in the presence of witnesses, it was found that 4 seals
out of 10 seals on sitanagaram RP 5266 dt, 30-3—96 are smad-
ged and 3 seals ont of 6 seals on Sitanagaram RP 5267 dt
30-3-90 are smudged m An invemtory was prepared om the
spot., Further enquiries with the RTC Bus Conductor AAZ

\\ 6842 which conveyed Silltl:anagaram mails on 30-~3-90 to Rajahe
lkxu’am.(h:ﬁr revealed that by the time the bus AAZ 6842 reached

A ~ Gokavaram Bué stand in .l',Raj ahmundry, Sri Imandi Satyanarayana
-"_ /;boarded the same bus anlltli took tickets along with his

ccomplices to RIC Bug Stand and as the Driver and conduce
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tor are well xnown to Sri I.Satyanarayana, Sri I.Satya-
| . .

narayana began chit chat with the driver of the bus and

when the bus reach 3 cinema Hall's centre, Sri I.Satya-‘

narayana éot down and asked the conducter of the bus for
the bags of Sitanagaram and Torrédu and took only the TB
of Sitanaqaram on the plea tﬁat,the PO is vary nearer
to that piace and called a Rickshaw and 1oaded‘it with

the TB of Sitanagaram, leaving the Torredu bag behind as

the bus mobed already. The conductor stated that Sri I%
Satyanarayana is familiar to him and he knew that I Saty
narayana 1§ working at Sithanagaram. The Group *D*

official of Rajahmundry HO stated that the TB of Sita-

nagaram waﬁ handed over to him at RTC complex Rajahmandry

by a scavehger of Rmcrcomplex on 30-3-90 stating that th

Postman of sitanagaram had asked him to handover the tqul

bag to the!postal_official waiting in RTC Complex for
tappals: The Scavenger, on further enquiries with him
identified Sri I:Satyanarayana as one who is working in
Sitnagaram: ‘

| ARTICLE . ITT

(A) Sri Imandi Satyanarayana while working as EDMC of
Sitanagaram‘for leave-on the first occasion but did not
join duty agter expiry of leave applied for in the first
instance, aqd absconded duty and applied for leave at
later dates!for periods of his absence in the following

instances,

|
(1) Sri Imandi Satyanarayana applied for leave on

28-2-39 smky for a period of 10 days from 1-3-89 to 10=3-89

but did not join for the period from 11-3-89 to 13-3-89

(1) Sri I.Satyanarayana applied for leave for one da

l
on §=5-89 but did not foin duty on 6-5-89 and was absented

from duty £ om 6-5-89 to 9-5-99 He gave leave applica-

tion dt, 9—5-89 to SPM Sitanagaram for leave from 6-5=89
to 9=5-89, (

1

'
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(T1I1) sri Iﬁandi Satyanarayana applied fer leave from
20-6-89 to 23-6-89 but did mot join duty on 24-6-89 and
absented himself from duty. He handed Qletter dt.'
28689 to SPM Sitnagaram on 29«6-89 requesting for leave
from 24-6-89 to 28-6-89»

(B8) sri Imanai Satyanarayana,while widrking as ED Messen-

ger Sitanagaram stayed away from duty without leave after
availing the first spell of leave applied for in the follow=
ing instanc%s $= !
(1) Sri Imandi Satyanarayana, ED Messenger Sitanagaram |
80 applied for leave from 3-10-89 fo 6-10=89 and availedf
He did not return to duty on 7-10-89 and sbsented from

duty upto 39-10-39:' He gave a letter dt,3-10-89 to the

SPM sitanag%ram admittiﬁg that he did not apply for leave

from 7+10-89 to 17-10+89 and from 18-10-89 to 28-10-89.

(11) Sri Imandi Satyanarayana ED Messenger Sitanagaram

SO absented from duty from 23-11-89 to 30-11-89 as per re~

port fm of SPM Sitanagaram SO in his letter 855 dated 30-1L-89 to

postmaster Rajahmundry ﬁO:BDI(P)Radahmundry West Sub:DiviLien
called for the explanation of Sri I:Satyanarayana in his
letter dttso:PF/EDMGR/STN_dt:3512u8! 27—11-89: Sri I.Satya-
narayana fuénished a letter dti 3-12-89 addressed to SPM
Sitanagaram*ﬁgom Sri. K.Simhachalah LSG PA Raj ahmundry Ho.
requesting ﬂim to rejoin Sri I:Satyanarayana to duty and
reported-tqduty on 5-12-89: Sri I:Satyanarayana furni shed
his explanaéion to the calling-letter dt:27-11-89 of SDI(££
Rajahmund;y;West sub divisien: The explanation is un=
believable Jecause, he would have furnished MC as he done
1nAa previous case had he really sick to the seriouness
mentioned 1q his explanation.

(114) sri Imandi Sat anarayana ED Messenger Sitanagaram
applied forlleave from 26«12-89 to 27«12«89 and did not join

duty from 28+12-89 to 30-12~89 rnior he applied for leave,
| -
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He applied for leave f:om 28-12-89 to 29-12-89 duly 30-12-89 by |
!
giving an explanation dt 30~12-89 to the SPM, Sitnagaram. [

(1v) srt I Satyanarayana ED Messenger Sitanagaram abse “
ted from duty from 1 8—1-90 to 27-1-99 He stated that he

> applied. for leave from, 17-1-90 to 23-190 as he was suffer-

™ .
ing from Heart pain and blood motions and that he posted
a letter te that effect. He produced a fitness certifi-
cate dated 24-1-90 from Dr SP Ranga Rao of Raghudevapuram
stating that Sri 1 Saryyanarayana was under his treatment
for chest pain £rom 17-1-90 to 24-1-90 and that Sri I.

/j Satyanarayaﬁa applied for extension of leave for 2 days
from 24-1-90ito 25-1-90 and he posted his application from
RaghudeVquram EDSO SDI(P) Rmy West Sub Division called
for explanation of Sri I, Satyanarayana in his letter PF/ED/
Msgr/STN dt, 19-1—90 and the official furnished Medical
Certficate and stated in his explanation dt.1-2-90 that

) he rejofned to duty on 27-1-90 at 1300 hes as per the

Yj

! wishes of his doctor,
{v) Sri Imandt Satyanaraﬁahaa ED Messenger Sitanagaram

s 4id not attend to duty onjthe following dates and the work
of the ED Meséenger was gét'done by substitutes on the
responsibility of SPM Sitanagaram so,

| 1
Dates | No.of Name of offieial worked
m A e 1 of th entee
From to | days ;n place e absen
1=7+89 7<7-89 7 Sri .Dhanshavalli
11-8-89 12.7-89 2 Sri S;Mohiddin
20-7-89 21.7-89 2 Sri S(Mohiddin
26=7+89 27<7-89 2 Sri S;Dhanshavalli
28+7-89 1.8-89 5 <dow

g 2«8-89 1 Sri 2.Mohiddin

&“. 1-.9-.89,5~9-89 and 7-9-89 3 . o=

’ \ 9.9-.89 1 Sri B!..R.D.Raju

; 12-9-89, 17-9-89, 19.9.89 Sri S.Mohiddin
25-9-89, 27-9-89, 26-9.89 , Sri BR.D.Raju
28-9-89 to 7-10-89 8. S5ri HM.R.P.Raju
12-10-89 to 24-10-89 and ~do-
26=10-89 1-11-89
14~10-89,22-11-89 to 4-12-89
and 8-12-89 to 13«12-83 and also
7-2=90 o 15-2-90 Bri M.Jacob

|
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= . 25-12-89 to 29-12,39| ; L |
" 18~1-90 to 27-1-90 L © 8et ﬂakkina Venkata Ramana
=N : l

9190 tg 13-1-90 and ..

10290 to 15-2=90and . | | ‘
2322490 to 27-2-90 and . : - |
2=3~90 to 8=3-90 and | | |
13-3-90 to 20-3-90, 31-3-90 . - i
19-4-90 to' 20-4-90 and 1-5.90 to 5-5-90 Brism‘RaD;Rajt

¥ -

o The substitutes wh? worked during the above periods of

% absence from dauty by fri Imandi Satyanarayana, confirm

in their statements “that they have‘worked in place of

. | |
g Sri I Satyanarayena,besides attending their own duties
‘ \
due to the ebsence oftSri Q,Satyenerayanan.'

: ’3 1 ARTICLE TIT |
| Sri Imandi Satyanarayane while working as EDMC Sita=

i
nagaram upto 29-6-89 and as ‘ED Messenger Sitanagarem reel-

_i ded and still continuing to*reside at Raghudevapuram @

only and not at the plaee of ‘his duty sitanagarem. By &

|
residing a Raghudevapuram, he is irregular to attend to

o ! his duties|at Sitanagaram. The following are the instaneess-
i |

(1) His leéve applicatfbn dt.9-2-88 showed that. his placg
of residence is Raghndevapuram. | |

(ii)SPM Siénagaram reported on 8-3-88 about his irreqular : I
< attendance to duty‘to SDI(P) Rajahmundry west Sub !
Division. | : .{

q1i1)His leave application dt;31-8-88 and 15-11-88 5 | {

i -
; (Iv) SDI(®), Rajahmundry Westpsub Division called for the' '
explandation of Sri Handi Satyanarayana on 26-8-88 | ﬁ
and the SPM Sitanagaram;reperted that the RLs were L
redirected to Raghudevapuram where Sri I, Satyanarayana §
was rebiding. i . o

! 3 i
(v) SPM. Sitanagaram addressed a letter in Ho.879 on | 1
o _26-12-89 to Sri I. Satyanarayana who is résiding at | !
' Raghudevapuram. ¥ : | ”
| . ‘
LIST OF DOCUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLES OF CHARGES FRAMED .
AGAINST SRI{IMANDI SATYANARAYANA EDMESSENGER(PUT OFF) : _ p
SITANAGARAM 150, . | : | o

Y

1. Service kA ssage dt, 30-3-90 by Postmaster. Raj ahmundry \
2. Inventory dt.31 3-90|prepared by'ASP " Rmy East and '
‘Inspector of PTC.; Radahmundry and witpessed by SDI (P)
Rajehmundry(W) T : |
3. Statement'dt 2-4490. OF s:igx.v.Ramarao-conductor - |
APSRTC Ra&ahmnndry. | g“* | |




.

~

e

4, Leave application dt,14-3-89 of I,Satyanarayana
5: Charge report dt,14~3-89 relieviné Sri S.Phanshavall
6. Leave 2 application of Spi I Satyanarayana dt 9-5-8%
7. Charge report dt,10-5-89 relieving Sri T Dyvaseervadam
8. Leave application dt. .19-6-89 requesting leave ﬂtx i
from 20-6-89 |
% Relieving charge report dt, 19-6-89 F/N of Sri I. Satya-
narayana
10, Letter dt,28-6~89 addressed to &PM Sitnagaram by Srﬁ
T r Satyanarayana.
11, Charge' report dt,28-6-89
12. Leave Application and charge report dt.3u10-89 of Sri
I Satyanarayana. |
13. Letter dt,24-10-89 of 8ri M Bulliradu
14. Letter dt.28-10-89 of Sri T Satyanarayana addressed to
spI (P) Rajahmundry West Sub Division through SPM,
Sitanagaram. i
15, ¥ Letter dt.30-10—89 of Sri I.,Satyanarayana addressed
" to SDI(P) Rajahmundry West Sub Division. )
16, Letter No.853 dated 23-11.89 of SPM Sitanagaram add-!
) ressed to "SDI (P) Raj shmundry West, |
17. Letter No,PF/ED Mgr/ST dt,27-11-89 of SDI(P) Rajah- |
) mundry We;t addresged to éri I.Satyanarayana |
18, Letter dt,5~12-389 of Sri I.Satﬁanarayana addressed |
" to SDI(?)‘Radahmundry West: L
19. Leave application 4t, 5-12-89 of Sri I, Satyanarayana |
requesting for leave from 23-11-89 to "4=12-89
20. Relinquishing charge report dt.5-12-89 of Sri N.V.Ramzna
21, Letter dt,3-12-89 of Sri K, Simhalam LSG PA MRY HO |
addressed to Sri Gopalakrishna, SPM S1tanagaram. |
22. Leave application dt. 26-12-89 of Sri I Satyanarayana .
requesting leave from 26-12-89 to 27-12-89 l
23: Report of S.M.Sitanagaram in Lr.No.883 dt.28-12-89 i
addressed to SDI(P) Rajahmundry West. '
24, Letter no.C-884, dt.29-12-89 of SPM sitanagaram i
' addressed to Sri I, Satyanarayana at Raghudevapuram.
25, Explanation at, 30*12-89 of I Satyanarayana, to SPM
" Sitanagaram. |
26, Report in Lr.No.903, dt.18-1~90 of SPM Sitanagaram
" addressed to SDI (P) Rajéhmundry West, |
27: Assumed phange report of Sri N.V.V.R;mana as ED i
Messenger, Sitanagaram. ;
28. Leave application dt, 17-1-90 of Sri I. Satyanarayana |
posted at Fort gate(Rmy) received at Sitanagaram on |
22-1-90,

d |
|

|

Sy
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29 Medical Certificate of fitness dt.24-1-99 given by

Dr.s P.Rangarao of Raghudevapuram toSri I SatyanarayaLa
30, Leave application dt. at Raghudevapuram the 24~1-90 oﬁl

Sri T Setyanarayana requesting leave for two days t‘romI
24-1-90 to 25-1-90. ~

i
}

31.Report in Lr.No.Qll at, 22-1-90 of SPM Sitanagaram to ||
SBI(P) Rmy West. I

32.Letter No.PE/EDMg:/Sitanagaram dt,19-1-90 from SDI (P) J
Rmy West to Sri I Satyanarayana. !
33, Relinquishing charge report of Sri H.V.V.Ramana &t '
27-1-90 afterncon as E.D.Messenger-sitanagaram. w
34.Explanation dt.27-1-90 of Sri I «Satyanarayana to SDx(p) |,
Rajahmundry west H
35.Explanation dated 1-2-90 of Sri I.Satyanarayana I
-addressed‘to SDI(P) Rajahmundry West, |
36.Leave application dated Raghudevapuram the 2.2-88 of ¥
“Spi Imandt Satyanarayana. h

37 Report in letter ¥o, EDMC at,8-3-88 of SPM, 34 tanagaram
"sddressed to SDI(p) Rajahmundry West, l
38 Letter of warning in Nb.EDMC/Sitanagaram, dt,16-3-88 !
“#rom SDI (P) Raj ahmundry West to Sri I. Satyanarayanan.

|
39.Leave application dt, at Raghudevapuram the 31-8-88 ”
requesting for leave from 31-8-88 to 39-9-88.

|
40,Report in letter No,EDMC/SNM dt.,31-8-88 by SPM, *
"Sitanagaram to SDI(P) Rajdhmundry‘West. W
41.Leave application dt,15«11-88 of Sri I Satyanarayana ”
42, Report of SPM Sitanagaram dt.z'r-e-ee to SDI(P) West ;
43‘Report of SPM Sitanagaram dt:1-9-88 along with ack- ”
nowledgment signed by Sri I.,Satyanarayana on 31-8-88 W
44, Letter dt,5=2=90 of Sri I Satyanarayena to SPM t
Sitanagaram about his late attendance to office on J
5=2=90,

|
45, Statement dt,5-8~90 of Sri K.P.Gopal akrishna, SPM, *
"Sitanagaram so before ASPOs Rmy East. |

|
46, Statement dat., 7-5-90 of M.R.D.Raju, befere ASPOs Rmy W
East.

l i
47 Statement dt.19-7-96 of Sri N.V.Ramana of Raghudeva *
putam EBSO. ‘

!
48,Statement dt,19-7-90 of Sri S.Mohiddin EDDA of Sita- “
snagaram. ‘ ’

i[ d
49, Statement dt,19-7-90 of Sri Syed Dhanshavalli S/b.Sri ]
s .Mohiddin EDDA of Sitanagaram SO.

|
50, Statement dt,19+7=90 of Sri M.Jacdb ED Packer/MC of W
Sitanagaram. ‘8o,

51 ,Registers of ?elegrams received for delivery at
Sitanagaram SO from 1-8«88 to 5-5-90 (Two)

I
|
| t

i
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LIST OF WITNESSES IN SUPPORT OF CHARGES OF IMPUTATIONS Oﬁ
MISCONDUCT '& MISBEHAVIOUR FRAMED AGAINST IMANDI samYAuAszAﬂA
ED MESSENGER(PUT OFF)SITANAGARAM 8,0,

1,8ri K.V.Prasad, ASPOs Raj ahmundry East Sub Division and
“now working as ASP(FQ)o/o Supdt.of Pos, Kak.tnda.

2.Sri K.V.V.Satyanarayana, SDI (P)Nidadavole Sub Division
'Nidﬂadavoleo

3.5ri Md.Khladér Khan SPM Kapileswarapuram SO
4.Sri KP Gopalakrishna SPM Sitanagaram.

§.Sri M.Jacob EDMC/Packer Sitanagaram SO
6.5r1 MRD Raju Ag ED Messengser Si.tanagaram so
7.8ri S.Mohiddin EPDA Sitanagaram SO,

8.Sri S.Dhanashavalll S/c.Sri 8 Mohiddin EDDA Sitanagaram
9:8r1 N.V.Ranana,s/o.sri Somaraju, Raghudevapuram EDSO

19:sr1 P.Sarveswara Rao Inspector, APSRIC RYC Complex,
*Raj ahmndfy

11,5 K.V.R?ma Rao conductor APSRTC Rajahmundry.

-

The memo Of charges was received by Sri I.Satyanarayana,

ED Telegrapfla Messenger(Put off) Sitanagaram on 12-10-90

He submitted his letter of defence on 23-10~90 denying the
charges. frani:ed against him, In order to afford reasonable
opportunity, to defend his case, an 1nq§ir:y was ordered by,
appointing Sri T.V.Rao, ASPOs AMMR(HOS) o/o Supdt. of POs
Raj ahmundry an Imquiry officer to inquire into the charges
framed agalnat Sri I,Saryanarayana,ED telegraph Messemger
(Put off) Sitanagaram, and Sri P:ﬂa:asiMhamurthyf The
then SDI(P) Korukondm and now ASPOs,Jangareddy gudem as
Prese‘nting officer to present the case on behalf of the
Bisciplinaryi Aythority, vide ASP, Rajshmundry Sub-Divi-
sion memo NO:PF/EDHQI‘/STN dt:25-10-90._

Sri Ronalid Ross, &PM Syamalamba temple was permitted
as Defence Assistant on the request of the Sovernment
Servant !

The ease|was heard by the Inquiry Officer by holding
sittings fr:on‘: 9=11=90 to 1243-91 and the 10 muwkmkwxk
submitted his report on 6-5-92. The Inquiry officer's

|
Reaniodiag
|

\a

-
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report was forwarded to Sri I.Satyanarayana, ED Telew

graph méssenger{Put off) Sitanagaram on 7-5-92 inform-
ing him that the Disciplinary Authority will take suita-
ble decision after considering the report and that if
he wish?s to make any representation or sdbmission}he
may do éo in writing to Disciplinary Authority within! |15
&aYs ofreéeipt of the létter: The I.0.'s report was

received by him on 11-5-92. But there is no represen:
tation ﬁrom Sri I.Satyanarayana; ED Telegraph Messen-
ger(Put off) Sitanagaram,

. I have carefully gone through the deposititions
of SW-1 Fo SW-13 and documents EXps, 1 to EXPs 49 #

and report of the Inquiry Officér;

In his deposition dt,19-1-91 given beflore the 1.0,
Sri K.V.Ramarao(swzl) deposed that he was on duty in
Bus No.AAZ 6842, Purushottapatham -Kakinads on 30-3=90
that postal bag was loaded at Sitanagaram at 1415 Hrs,
on 30-3-30 that he identified S-49 which is given by
him to ASPOs, Rajalmundry East Sub Dn, on 2-4-90, that

| :
he is identifying Sri I.Satyanarayana who is available

in inqui#y as the person who took the postal bag from
him at 3 cinema halls centre that the charged official
boarded bus at Gokavaram bus stanﬁ and took ticket and
that the charged official asked him at 3 cinema hall
centre t&;handover the postal bags on the plea that he
is transferred to Rajahmandry and that Raj ahmundry HO

|
is nearer to that place,

Sri M.Srinivasa Rao, SW.12 deposed in his deposi-
tion dt.19-1-91, before the I.0. that he was identi-

fying the person available in the inquiry (charged offi

cial) as ﬁhe person who asked him to handover the

postal bag to the Post Office Officlal awaiting on the

platform éhat the charged official followed him some

dicxkanze
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o
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di{stance and then dis appeared and that he handed over thel

postal bag to postal official at the platform, He also |

A added that the postal official available on the platforml
asked him by whom it was given to him for which he replied
that a personYof Sitanagaram P.O. handed over. the bag to
him. He also; assured the P.0. staff on the platform that i
he could 1dent1fy the person who asked him to handover the | [
bag to P,C, staff available on the platform.

| |

Syl P:SarVESWara Rao, SW:10 deposed in his deposition |
dt,19-1-91 given before the I.0. that he is mkx working |
as Supdt, (Traffic) in APSRIC, Rsjshmundry and that the |
postal officia}s opened the bag in his presence, He fur- i
ther deposed that he signed on the iventory as witness

| i | |
and the contents of inventory are true, Z

Sri K.V.Praéad S.W.7 deposed in his deposition dt: y
13-12-90 given before the IO that Inspector, Sri P':Sar- |
veswara Rao, showed the TB, that on examination of cone
dition of the bag and its seal they saspeuted something
wrong: He also added that they took the bag from Inspec- l
tori and prepared inventory in the presence of the Ins- t
pectori During cross examination he deposed that the seal i
of the TB appeafs to have been removéd_and reaffixed. |

As seen from the depositions of SW.10, SW.11 and swi12. L
and other conneéted EXPs: it is observed tha£ the Sita-
nagaram TB dt:sd-3-90 was takén away by the charged offi-
cial at 3 cinema halls centre, that the scavenger APSRTC
who took bag from the charged official and handed over to

|
postal official at the platform, identified the charged

official as the berson who had azked him to handover the

Sitanagaram TB to the postal official on the platform.
It is also ObserQed that the seal on the Sitanagaram TB

Dt ,30=3=-90 was rémoved and reaffixed and that the in-

ventory was prepared by SW."? and witnessed by sg._e and
|
SW 0100 !
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o Ag regards to charge-~2, it is observed ¥ with referencﬁ
to depositions of SW,1, SW,2, SW.4,SW.5, SW.8 and SW.9 and
connacted EXPa, that the charged official absented himselﬁ

from duty without applying for leave on the occassions mens

tioned in the charge sheet that he applied leave for his |
!

é:f period of absence from duty at a later date and that the
_ substitutes:were worked in his place on the occasions
mentioned 1# the charge sheet, Regarding charge.S; the

| . _ !

ED Telegraph messenger is expected to reside within the |

I

delivery fl jurisdiction of Sitanagaram so But the ;
charged official himgelf admitted in his brief dc, 22-5-92
|

that he 1s.residing at Raghudevapuram which is not the |
| j

-

’ delivery jurisdiction of Sitanagaram SO, | .
.
|

The Inquiry Officer in his report dt,6=5-92 re-
) |

ported that all the 3 charges are proved beyond reasona=-
f

I agree with the findings of the $.0. under;
o

ble doubt.
the circumstancas discussed above, I, Y.S.Narasinga |
- _ r

Rao, S.D, I (P), Rajahmundry West Sub,Dn,, Rajahmundry |
» @ F

. |
‘J hereby or&er that Sri I:S_atyanarayana,‘-E:D:Telegraph
Messenger:(Put off) Sitanagaram be dismissed from SEr-F
P vice with;immediatﬁ effect as the charges are grave F
in naturé and requires deterent-action and the officia%
does not:deserve for further continuance in serviceé |

f
| | (¥.5.NARASINGA RAO),
| Sub,Divisional Inspector(P)
: ‘Raj shrmpdry West Sub.Pn.
Raj ahmundry-533 I@i‘

Copy to 3=
1.5r1 IISaryanabtgana ED Telegraph Messenger(Put off)r

“Sitanagaram,
I\\ 2.The Supt.of *P.0s,, Rajahmundry dn,

3.The Pdstmaster, Raj ahmundry HO.
sPunishment regiister

.Spar:e.
o /\Q\//
! NS

Sub Divisional Inspector(P)
Raj ahnundry West Sub.Dn,
RaJahmundrya?33 101.
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- I am toirequest you td‘rectify the defects mentioned |

below in your application within 14 days from the date of

issue of tnls letter failing which you appllcatlon will not

1965 |

be r glstered and action under Rule 5 (4) will follow.
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Ang

H

sub Divisional Inspector(Postal)
Rajjahmunsry, West Sub-D1V131on,
Rajahmundry - 533 101.

East Godavari Dlstrlct. ' .

Counslel for the applicént:

Counsel
CGORAM:

Hon'ﬂle
Hon'ble

andg

- {n

for the respondent:

k

i
r

i
3

Sri Vv

cri K

sion: September 22, 1997.

,

3

I |
% e Applicant.
§3 :

ik

Respondent.

.Rajagopal Reddy.

.Bhaskar Rao.

5ri R. Rangaraﬁan, Member (A)
sri B.S., Jail P%rameshwar, Member (J)

ri K. Bhaskar Rao

The applilcant in

§
g_.

i
st
3

i

%A
i
it

ey o oy e | e 14m e

i
i
1

_ JUDGMENT .
(per Hon'b1§ sri R. Rangarajan,Member (a).

Heard Sri K.Some%wara Kumar for Sri V.Rajgopal

for respondent,

thls C.has

0

is an ED Telegrarh

Messenger at Seethanagéram, East Godavari District.

bY the appointing auth

Charges at pagé@ 2 of tr

N
¢

i

érity by Mem
§
h

e Q.A.,

ape/ as ‘under:

- H - . .
A Départmental E?quiry was initiated against hi

””“‘*‘ted 28-9-1990.,




-
o
.

(a) The appl cant-While working as ED Messenger at
Seethana aram used his official influence on
30-3-1990 and took away the tappal bag of seetha-
1 magaram destined to Rajahmundry HO from the ;
conductor of RTC Bus at a point not authorised

to hando|er the Tappal Bag by the conductor and
transferred the Tappal Bag through an ax un-.
authorised person to the Departmental official

in RTC complex at Rajahmundry on 30-3-1990.

(b) The applicant while working as EDMC upto 29-6-1989
at Seethanagaram and as ED Messenger at Seetha-
nagaram from 30-6-1989 absented himself to dut¥
without applying for legve on certain dates and
applied for leave for the period of ab ence

from dut& at later dates in contravention of

'ED hgentg {(Condur t and Service)Rules, 1964,

(c) The applicant while working as EDMC upto 29,6,1989,
at Seethanagaram and as ED Messenger at Seetha-
nagaram from 30-6=-1989 did not reside at th§

place of| his duty at Seethanagaram, but resiﬁed

at Raghudevapuram not in the delivery jurisdiction .
‘ of Seethanagaram sub Office and violated thej
principal condition regarding his residence at

the plac% of his duty i.e., Seethanagzram.

| Asst. : ‘ .
Sri A.V.Rao, Zx8=PsO0w. Superintendent of Post Offices,
| N

L a
Rajahmundry Divisiog %as appointed agLEnquiry Officer on 25,10.1990,

The applicant was ‘ kKept under put off duty. The
Enquiry Report under RLle 8 of the P & T £DAS (Conduct and

r

Service)RuIes, 1964 was submltted by the Enqu1ry Officer
which is at pages 10 tL 34 of the 0.A.- Annexure II), Thp

Enquiry Officer held that the charges are proved. The

appointing [Authority, éhe sup Divisional Inspector (Postal?

il




(1]
[T ]
L 1]

Rajahmumcéry, the sol€ respondent has passed.the impugned

order dismissing t?e applicant from service with immediate

| Y y
| W . )
effect as thé charges 2ge grave in nature and requ}tre&-‘

l - HAid
" deterent action and the official €eées not deserve for

further continuance in service. (Pages 35 to 47 to the 0.A.)

|
This 0.,A., is filed for setting aside the impugned

Mem® No BF/ED Mgr/Stn dated at Rajahmundry 29-6-1992

(Annexhre III - pages 35 to 47 to the 0.A.) as violative

|
. ‘} ‘ :
of Rule 8 Of the P&T EDAS (Condutt and Service)Rules, 1964

read with Rule 12-C(c) of Disciplinary Rules framed in

Posts & Telegraphs Manual Part-II ang for a conaequantial

direction to the respondents to reinstatef the applicaét

back into service with full back wages. ‘ ; |
We eﬁquire;t;;é‘learned counsel for the iggzgzgﬁzﬁ%f
whether| this Order |is an appelable orde?. He stated_tﬁat

it 4&s an appelable order,.z?f;that the applicant has not
submittled his appeal as-yetr and thaE even now‘if the
aPplicant files his appeal., the same wiinge rejected

on the ground of limitation.

We further enguired the learmed counsel
if the applicant had any objection
for the applicant/khzﬁZ}f we give a direction to the

concerned respondent to consider the appedd £f the
. . ] P

applicant now submits without going into the question of
/ . .

llmltation,:}he learned eobnsel for the applicant submitted

that he| will be happy to receive that direction

T - : “




within a

advised,zsubmit_h&s detailed mepresentetien/appeal against

the impugned order dated 29-6-1992 to the competent authority

copy ©f this Order.

submitted by the applicant to the Competenzifuthorlty,

i .
thel Competent Authority svmxy ihm xm should dispose of the
‘ s

same Wit

appeaﬁynegresgntatioﬂ without going into the question of fmﬁcdtﬂf

limitati

at the admission stage itself.

Lpttozr

SHWAR , R ,RANGARAJAN,
= MEMBER () 'MEMBER (A)
Q2 .9
-1 L] — g oE am wn &B . L. ] - 1
Dictated in open Court. ﬁzci// ;W
SSS.

Ae

and‘thatlhas no objection for the same.

ithin two months from the date of receipt of such

‘with the above direction, the 0.A., is disposed of

-3 pl}f‘e‘h., R R T

In view of|the above, ££ the applicant #é’so

period of 30 days from the date of receipt of &&

Anehy
On sz receipt of an appeal/SEPEe-eB%eﬁieﬁ

\/ Appelate .

Oon.,.

No costs.

%
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Copy to i~

1. The Su» Division-1 Insmector (Postal) Raj-hmundry, West Sib-
bivision, Rai-hmundry-1. E.G Dist.

2, One Cony to‘Mr.‘V. R>{agopal Reddy. Advoc>te CAT, Hyd.
3, One Com; to Mr. k. Bhagsk~r R.0 A4ddl CB3C CAT. Hyd.
4, One Cooy to Th D,R(A).

S« One Duplicate Capy.

upr,
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AND

FHE HON*BLE SHRI B.5.331 PARAMZSHWAR
m (3)

Dated: 22 . ? '??
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Admittdd ang Interim Directions

Disposed of with Dirsctions
Dismidsod

Dismigsed as Withdrawun
Dismilssed far Default

Ord

(s order as tg cosis,
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