Ram Sakal Yadav
son of Sri Ram Devc Yacdav, Ui -
resident of village Bhore Mau, Tappa Didarg e I

Pargana Mahul, o i e
Tahsil Phulpur, Raires B
Distt. Azamgarh, ~
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(Through Sri Apvind Kumar, Adv.) i

?ﬁf;;f . Versus
1. The Union of India through the 33@2&%&#?5 ffﬁﬂ:;ﬁﬁg
Ministry of Communication, Government of Iadia, o

Ndew Delhi. = | i g M

f%# 2. The Senior Supemiﬁtendent-uf Posk DEficesydae « o &0

Azamgarh Division, azamgari. b
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By Hon'ble Mr. S. Dsyal, Member { ) % :fﬁ;rgéél

Thie auplicatie hnel e T
s pplica n is a transﬂg@ qﬂﬁfl
which wes initially .a Civil Suit filed im.

Court of Munsif Hauali'ﬂiuﬁﬁﬂﬁgﬁﬁhﬁﬁ,h;ihhh‘



a feu insured articles and Emﬂ{i?i.

amounting to &, 2317=-74 Paise

.".i:'. 2

reported and registered as Crime No. ﬁﬁfﬁﬂék.

police station. It ise stated that tue inves

was completed and actual culp* have ba@ﬁ“.
challaned for court trial., The applicant wuas
suspended by the S.S5. p.0, by order datld Sﬁw .BT.
A memo of charges was ssrved ©On the applicﬁ@ﬁ'&ﬁli
15.6.83 and order of recovery was pasged for

recovering k.2,317-74 Paise OR 22.8.84.

o The respondgnts haﬁe filed thai£ tauhﬁﬁﬁ_ | |
reply in which they héve <tdted that The tg;%gi,f;_? ;
took place on the'ﬁight of nf‘{§/13 2> Eﬂ a; .  :iiﬂ%
Bhore-Mau branchPost BErion - The Epﬁlinant WE;{ - :w

the regular extre departmental branch Fﬂgt'ﬂﬁgﬂfh |

Las on leave from 1.7.80 te 29.2. 80 and hig“;_; e

substitute Sri Kanchen Yadav w8s uﬂrklng on H&gihﬁ’

refguested to

department whiech consisted of

articles emcunting tofs, 2100/~ am



admission of the aﬁﬁlicant
submitted his findings on
nary authority passed an order for recov

loss of f6.2,317-74 Paise 1in easy instal

g, 100/- from his allowances. The applicant anj”_
ARt representation to higher authnnﬁaﬁgs was ﬁﬂﬁ-'
g ! back Oh duty by erder dwted 24.8.84.

- _

4, No rejoinder ha been filed on behalf of

e tne applicant to the sverments made In thw;!@uﬂﬁﬁgﬂn

reply of the respondents,

B It is clear from the narration of t@a
facts that the applicant had admitted that thgma

was a lapse on hisZpart, Hﬂuﬁuar, the facts suggaé%

that the action taken for putting aff the applieaﬂt

is not in consonence with rule 9 of E.D.A.

c.!.‘EE:, it o
and Service Rules. The rulse authurisas an Ewﬁw
%ﬁ, employee to be put off duty pending QQFﬁT“

into cnmplaint_ or allegation ”F"‘
against &n employee. The mere fa%ﬁ that ﬁéhﬂ

took place in the houss of -the gyglﬁ&&ﬁ%;

the hev ss  whan She spPiibankoss
supggest that there ua%u

applicant on the gr



As Par as the order regarding @ﬁé%n

government cash and valuables amnunt&ﬁég;m?ﬁ~

peise is concerned the order for raﬁﬂ&aﬁnyH

working at the risk and raspunj?&flitf Ef-ﬁﬁﬁ?,ﬁ L;-
applicant. We, therefore, hold that the uzdaf pﬁi'
of f the applicant frem duty was unjustifisd. ;@éi@

respnndenté are directed to make pafmanﬁ‘ﬁt ﬁﬁﬁ'qff?g
emoluments due to the applicant for the ﬁariada'ﬁg;Jw
yas treated as put off from duty. This shall @gf5 ?
complied with ih three mnnthéfﬁfﬁé:“ There %hﬁlﬁﬁﬁ?%i.

w2 by e . ]
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no order as to costs.
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