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i | | office, Basti and othors is directed agaminst the order of
'. | tamina'ta.’.un of services of thg applicimf,as'_Ea-ﬁ-._B;ﬂ;‘h., |
? ' Bankeygaon(Basti) as contained in the memo i;a,F;zf 1/81-82 e
Joik L4 dated 12-11+198§. : | < i | |
{ A~ | g L The facts of the case in brief are that Shri Rm‘l Y

i

Kewal was a mxxxxxxxx Branch Post Master of Bankeygaon
E. Post Office in Basti, The applicant received an insured . ,"’
letter No,411 dated 14th Jenuary.1981 for %,700/- from

Majoaon Road, Bombay addressed to Shri Maulvi Mansoor $hamad

' Rfo Villsge end Fost Bankey Gaon. It is atated that this L
; _ . wae duly entered in B¢D,Slip with another insured letter '
L2 ' j No.,408 for is,650/~ addressed to the sam‘ addressee and
/ subsequently two more insured letters No,603/200 and 255/300
wers received at the Branch Rﬁxt Office on 19th Jénuary,TBEf
' and 20th Januery.1981 respectively addressed te the seme ]
addressce, The gpplicant received the aforesaid insured
letters while functioning as ED3PM, Bankeygaon, It has
been stpted that the applica?t delivered the aforesald
insured letters No,408,603 gnd 255 to thﬁﬁaddrnasae on 21st
January, 1981 nnrfa:tly; It has been admitted that the
applicant did not deliver the insured letter No.411 amounting
to %,700/- to the addressee, He is reported te have shoun
it as delivered on 21st :January,wahi Ouring the course . !
of enguiry, the applicant produced the receipt in regpoct |

of sald insurcd letters which was signed by the adﬂmmmﬁj/




:owmritﬁ\@ in Enm& of ém'_f';_:__'"_x_. . alsn, _ t se ,ﬁ.tk that

: 3 ‘ ] I'.‘Bﬂﬂipt was fﬁ!‘gﬁﬂ: e mﬂj‘@pi‘iumt Eﬁ%a#g £ """ ___,-:m,_
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b“ (dhe L re ‘ delivery of :lnaursd 1%1:0: Hn.411 on tha tr‘g_‘_“": ard
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‘ 4 k k s i \y; _ receipts with him, The dapartmntal inatruutimg qﬁeﬁ Jﬂ
on this subject, In ERas of insured lati:,ar renaipt m‘h
2 - addrasaea is obtained on Branch Office 3numal in qdéﬁtim

®, é
tl:r the addreaseaj’racaipt In this case, tha applicent
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'falgified the Bronch Officer J:]uur’n&l dated _.-Zﬂf‘?ﬂ:gt ?muﬁny:', |
1Eltl1l by pasting a pisce ,cut-uut from BO j‘nur’n‘ai ftln'had
24~9-1230/25~3-1930 on which signatures of the addrassaa gﬂara -
+ | -_ | | ‘entered in respect of delivery of some other 1naurad lattara
! * AL delivered on 24-5-1980 corresponding to the aforesaid f’orgad

| receipts, It was, therefore, astablishd that the insured £
l i letter No.411 for is,700/= was not delivered by the mplicmt'
to the addressee, The cleim of the ssnder for %,700/- uas
settled by paying the value of the im-surﬂd letter by the dppar'

which-had to bear this loss of ®,700/-. @h the basis of the
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. Porgery committed and alsa on accctm‘t of suindling of [B,700/-
~ of the sender based* iggaon Rnad,‘Bunbay, the spplicent was

proceeded under rﬁla-—& of Extre Departmental fgents fules 1964
vide office memo dated 23,5,1985. Since the gpplicent refused
to admit the charges an :ﬁnq.riry was initiated against him
on the pattem of Rule-14 of the Centrel Civil Saruice._e:u
(Classification, Contrcl & Appeal) Rules, 1965, &Shri R.S,
Jaiswal, Sub- Diuj:aimal Inspector(4est) wes sppointed as
Enquiry Officer to enquire into the charoes, Sri Jaiswal
completed the said enquiryafter giving ell reawnaﬁle |

apportunity to the epplimant and sutmitted his report vids

letter dated 9th September, 1986, Ouring the course of : :

enquiry, Enquiry Officer found that ali"\j'.ha charges levelled h

against the applicant were proved to the hiit_-‘-
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of insured letters in quasf,iun and alsu fﬁm,,‘ ,
aignature nf the addressse Shni ﬂlﬂaﬂﬂr ahmad. “r’
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f‘ul].nuing tha procedure lald dum, the penalty af Teme Sy

';11 S
from the service was inflicted by the applicant by gffh_“{l
memo dated 12th,l¢nuambﬁar 1986 and he was removed from the 4

Y

4, Being dis-satisfied, the applicsmt filad an [
b
appeal uit‘} the Director of postal Saruicas, Lucknow Hngion
who after going through a1l the cfmnactad records of the I

cage, rejected the appeal of the gpplicent vide his memo

dated 31st March 1987, The falsification of record,forgery
over-writing a;cl non-delivery of inmsured lotters amounting
to Ha.?ﬂﬁ/- uﬁre proved and accordingly the gppeal was
considered and dismissed by the Appellate Authoritsy.
Although the applicent is not a Guuemment Servant as ¥
envisaged in the Constitution nor does he held e past
even then the auth:qrit:iaa have treated him as a Gnut.
servant under Rule 14 of C.C,5.(C.C.A) Rules 1965 and
afforded him all opportunities fnlluying the principlss
of natural justice, s find that ths authorities have
followed at every stage the procedure, rules and principles
of naturel justice as required under Article 311(2) of ;
the Constitution, We do not find any flaw in the ]
order or in the prncec'!um followed by the rammdmts.
Even though, Ramzan Ali cass in which the principlefof
L5l LNty e Aed ML
natural justice wee rnquirad to be followed are not

gd'?ﬂ
applicable in this casa, e Enquiry Roport and all

othor relevant documents along with charge-shest ote , l
- I




r

, anTEﬁaﬂiahabad-,AﬁQU¢"-f§‘ | "ﬁg& B

-
" L]

(18 p3) W
~ -

f

\
[ o
f
,1"
Ir’
L1
i
o i
‘ Il
4
1
y |
> > ~ B
* -
4 i
: {
. F f ' ] r‘J
.
.



