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Allahabad : Dated this 24th day of May, 2001. |
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Hon'ble Mr, Justice RRK

Hon'ble Maﬁ Gen KK Srive

stava,

Trivedi, V.C.

Ao e

\
Yogendra Sﬁngh S/o Sri Af

&

Po

Resident of Village

District-Etah,

tang Pal Singh,

§t.Sarsai Naru,

(Sri Vijay Bahacur, Advogate)
i o N Applicént
| Vgrsus |
: Unich of India, tRfough Secretary
Ministry of Telecopmunication,
New Delhi,
24 Post Master General, Agra Region, AgTa.
Se Super intendent of |[Fost Uffices, Etah Division,
Etah,
4, Sub Divisional Insjpector (SDI) of Post Offices,
Kasganj, District|Etah,
(Km, Sadhna Srivastava, Advocate)
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By Hon'b]J fir, Justice #§

. Respondents
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RK Trivedi,
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By this UA the app

dated 30-1-1989 by which

on conclusion of the dis

is annexed as Annexure-A

the aFore#aid order was

i

revision wes dismissed o

applicant has
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orders th

licant has challenged the order

he was dismissed from service

ciplinary proceedings.EThe order
L1 to the UA, The appe%] against
dismissed on 28-12-1989. The

h 06-2-1991. Aggrieved by these
approached this Tribuﬁa].

!




2 The Tacts in short
are that the applicant Y¢

Post Office Sarsai Naru,

received a&ainst him that
orders to the actual reci
delivery has embezzled th
two such cases against tf
were with regard to MU Nt
payable to Sri Gyanendra
dated 11-3-1987 for Rs.1(
The applicant was served
when Sri G%anendra Singh
the receipt of the amoun
Divisional Inspector of
found the #harges agains
he passed order of dismi

app]icant.iThe appeal wa
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28-12-1989 and revision u

K Sri Vijaey Bahadur,

nas submitted that enquir

applicant and it vitiated
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piving rise to Zhis application
was

gendra Singnﬁserving as EODA in

district Etah, Complaints were

he is mot delivering money

cients and by shouwing fake

& amount for himself, Un enquiry

N\ .
® applicant could be detected, wineh™

.3817 dated 28-1-1987 for Rs.200/-
Singh Solanki and MU No.3294

0/ - payable to Sri Ram Charan,

yith memo of charge after enquily
Solanki and Sri Ram Charan refused

. Disciplinary authority, Sub

ost UOffices, held the enguiry and
the applicant proved, Consequently,
sal from service ageinst the
dismissed by the order dated

as dismissed on 06-2-1991.

learned counsel for the applicant
y Teport was not served on the

the entire proceeding# In the

present case, houever, wg find that the disciplinary

authority Sub Divisional

enquiry and he did not aj

also submissicn on behalff

judgement of the Hon'ble

Vs. Mohd, Ramzan Khan re

judgement of the Hon'ble

However, the Hon'ble Supi
judgement in the case of
and Urs pﬂuuided that thq

Khan case shall be appli
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Inspector himself conducted the
bpoint any Ingquiry uUfficer. Ut herwise
of the applicant is bésed on the
Supreme Court in the case of UUI
borted in AIR 1991 SC 4?1. The
Supreme Court is dated 20-11-1990.
reme Court by the subseguent

SP vishwanathan Vs, Union of India

b views expressed in Mohd, Ramzan

tahle prospectively and will not
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affect the enguiries whi

4, In vieu of the afo

of the learned counsel f

B, The second submiss
the appliceant is that no
persons who were alleged
the Mus iniquestion. In
beneficiaries the applic
carefully ;onsidered thi

true that ﬁo formal compl
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h were completed before 20-11-=1990.

|

esaid legal position the submission
t the applicant has no force,
on of the learned coun$el for

complaint was lodged by the

y deprived of the money under

absence of the complaints of the

nt cannot be punished.‘UB have
aspect of the case, This is

aint was lodged by Sri Gyanendra

|
Singh Sclanki and Sri Ram Charan but when the Sub Divisional

Inspector hade enqguiries
amount uas?paid to them,
been aware about the mon
there was Lo question of
of knou]edbe but such a

A Aslzem welred -
may belgaspi-nd by the D

than the beneficiaries o
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¥

Aagainst such a seriocus mji

cemplaint #s lodged by tf
just nor in public inter
prompt enguiry made by tf
that this serious miscon
proceedingiagainst the a

or sufferibg from any il

not based‘on the complai

6. Leaﬁned counsel fag

thét the Ehe cases are v
started aﬁter sufficient

defence “43 K‘w& Wwe

case also, However, ue

Vi

est,

Ho not find any merit.

R

they specifically denied that any

It may be that they may not have

gy sent to them by the [iUs and

lodging any complaint in absence

gerious misconduct, in our opinion,

N s anyge Peuee

gpartment very seriaus]y‘other

MOs, In our opinion, to.restrict

S OBt T

sconduct/on]yﬁcases
e recipients)uou]d neither be
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It was the result of the

e officials of the Postal Deptt.
¥ [our cpinicn v~

duct was detected, In /the disciplina:

bpl icant cannot be termed as bad

‘ega]itxjon the ground that they were
nt made by acutal beneficiaries,

r the applicent lastly submitted

ery very old and the enquiry was

long time and on account of delay

have examined this asgect of the
goth the




MUs were of the year, 19
|
was initiated within a p

circumstances of this fa

therevuas ny delay,
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87. Proceeing against tre applicant
griod of twoyears, In the

dt, it is difficult to say that

; For the reasons stated above, we do not find any

merit in this case, The|UA is accordingly dismﬁssed.

There shall be no order

Dube/

as to costs,

Member (A) Vigmz




