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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA L A LIAHABAD BENCH, -‘*

A LIAHABAD ,

OAWNo,1222 of 1987.
Jagdish Prasad Mishra ;..............ﬂpplicant.r
Versus |

Superintendent Posts & others .......Respondents,
Hon'ple Mr,Justice UL Srivastava,V .,
Hon'ble Mr K,Obavyya, A .M. i

(By Hon'ble Mr,Justice UL Srivastava,V.C.)

The applicant was appointed as Extra
Dapartmental Branch Post Master on 14.5.79. He was
served with a memo of charge on 30.5.81, The charge
lagainst him was that the applicant in‘support of
his educational qualification had submitted the
original transfer certificate No,135 issued by Shri
Rajvir Sharma= Frincipal of D .A .V . Higher Secondary
School,Ma inpuri which was found to be a forged cne.
An enquiry against him started and the Enquiry
Officer did not find the applicant guilty. The
Disciplinary Authority also, it appears, agreed with

the same. Thereafter, the applicant was taken back
on duty vide ader deted 3.,6.83. Six months thereafter

i,es onl6,12,.,83, the applicant was again put off

duty vide Suypsrintendent Posts! order and he was again

served With a charge=sheet after 15 months of being
put off duty i.e’ on 28.3.85. This time, the charages
were as were mentioned in the earlier charge-sheet
and in which the applicant was exonerated. An enquiry
was held and the applicant was held guilty of the
charaqas this time and that is why his sarvices were
terminatad vide order dated 6.5,87. He filed an
appeal against the same and his eppeal was also

rejected vide order dated 4.8.87.

2. The contention on behalf of the applicant

is that once an enqguiry in respect of the same matter
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had taken place and the applicant was exonarated,

he cannot ba charged with the same again and no

fresh enquiry can take place as the same 1S violative
Gf‘Article 20 of the Constitution of India which

amounts to double jeopardy.

3. The respondents in their return, have

stated that the applicant denied that he has not
submitted anyfake T £ . and according to the applicant,;
someone else replaced the original TL. and substitu- l
_ted it with fake one’ This plea was accepted and he
was taken back on duty.?hen it was got varified,

s+ was amain found forged one, that is Why he Was §
again put off duty vide order dated 16.12.83 and 2
detaikd enquiry took place and it is thereafter that
his services were terminated. The transfer certificate?
was got verified from the educational authority- |
the Secretary Junibr High School Examination Samiti,
Mainpur who informed that the transfer certificate

nas ndt genuine and that is why the memo was jssued’s
The applicant was given every opportunity to defend
hime1£5 The earlier enqguiry was in respect of

anct her charge=sheet and this tlime the enguiry was

in respect o T,C,No,135 and after enquiry, the
applicant's services have been terminated and the
applicant cannot be heard saying anything against 1t
In respect of T.,C./No,135, no finding was recorded
earlier and that is why the respord ents were within
their right to hold an enquiry. Accordingly, the
applicant has failed to make out any case t0 interfere
with the same and the application deserves to be

dismissed and it is dismissed. No order as to costs,

MENVBER (A) VICE CHA IRMAN,
DATED : NOVEVBER 30,1992
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