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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL= ALLAHABAD BENCH,
ALLAHABAD,

TeAse Noo 1448 of 1987,

D.Re Kureelli'i!liilttiilli'ilt!ii.tl'tliiiliiﬁ. Petitioner

Versus

Uniﬂn of Iﬂdiﬂ & ntherﬂii.iﬁ-ctii.iqtnﬁltoiitiii Hﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂdﬂhtB;.

Hon'ble fMre AeBeGorthi - A,M,
Hon'ble Mr, S.N, Prasode

Jells

( By Hon'ble fre Ae.B.Gorthi-A.M,)
fggrieved by an order of termination of service

issued by Superintendant of Post offices Kbhanjari Division

Kanpur dated 8,12,83, the applicant 8pri Deys Ram approached

the High Court Allahabad with Writ Petition no. 14996 of 1984

and by am operation of law it has been transferri:d to this
Df—i

Tribunal whith is listed before us, &~

9 The petitioper was appointed as Extra Departpental

Branch Post Master Kahanjari Post office vide appointment
order dated 10,9.1982, The said appointment order states
that his appointment was provisionel and was liablaitn be
terminated uheh reqular appointment is made, The applicant
worked in the Baid post till 15.12.1933, but his services

stood terminated under Rule 6 of the Extra Departmental

Agents {Conduct and Service) Rules 1964, 4n accordanes with
the termination order dated 2,12,1983 which is the impugned
order,

3 The ras;nndanta resisted the claim of the

petitioner by stating that Income certificate which the

petitionser had produced at the time of seeking appointment

pertained to the income of the petitioner's father and
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acecordingly the petitioner should not have bean appointed at a1},
il

Houwover when the discrepapcy was detected,which was decided tg A

terminated his sarvice under Rule 6 of the Extra Departmental

(Conduct & Servica) Rules, since the petitioner had not completed

three yesar's service,

4 The leerned counssl for the petitioner has stated that
the income Cartificata,mhinh is at Annexure 2 of the Countsp

, LSSV ey el i A..
affldauit;h wekdirgs rather ambiguously and that it should be

read as indicating the income of the petitionsr only and not of hie

Fathere In any cesse what is clear is that this dispute was resolved

S~ sitheePfeenm behind the back of the petitioner, It is violative ak .

by the principle of Natural Justide, There is nothing on record
Lo show that the petitioner did not have independant source of
income of his owng ir the respondents had desired to examine this
ashect to satisfy themselves, they should have held an inquiry

in the matter assctilating the petitioner thercwith,

a5 The respondents are accordingly directed to hold a fresh
inquiry into the matter giving an opportunity to the petitioner

to prove if he has indepepdant income of his own, TIf the inquiry
| N
establishes that the petitioner ie independant of his own, he
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shall ance again be appointed as Extra Dapartmenta1¢P03t Master

o
in any existing vacancy which occur immediately thereaftsr, The

petition is disposed of in the above terms without any order as

to the cnstagff
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Ot: Jane. 14, 1992,
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