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Shri Janannath Franitlecsesssssssnssnsossssesh ﬁpplic:,nt.
Versus

1+ Dirgctor Fonotal Services, Allahabad,
2. 5r, Superintendent of Post Offices, Allahpbadessee Tespondents,

Hant'ble PMr. Justice U.C.S5rivastava-d.C. L
”Dnj_rh]_i:‘- M. K, Dbayya ....._[’1‘[1‘:.

{BY Hon'ble Pr. Justice U.C,Srivastave-V.C.) |

The epplicant was appolnted as a Clerk in Postal Depa: tment

l
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in 1965, While he was working at Chopan, he was served with a charae-|

cheet dated 14.2.68, Tha spplicant denied the charges lsvelled

agninst hims The charges against him precisely were that he, refysed
to perform the duties and did not allow his packer ta join duties

and ['ig-beheved and threatned 5ri V.F.Rai 1,.P.0. Mirzapur while he
w-g enoaoced in recording the statement of said Jagannath Praszad End'-

while functioning at Renu Sagar, he failed to detail shortuge of

Rs., 173=80 P. in the account wf at Renu Sagar Post Office and
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continued to show incorrect balance and while functioning at

Renu San-r cn 28.9.,67 he abstracted two currency notes offs100/ - each
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uxxghgxtﬁﬁikﬁﬁkxin an envelop in collusien with the packer Laltz Pd,

and divided the booty in ratio i.e, 125 and 75. An Enquiry Of ficer
yas appointed =nd Enquiry Officer after concluding the enquiry

eubmitted the report to the disciplipary authority, the senior

Superintendent ‘of Post Offices Allahabade The disciplinary ﬂuthuritf
aworded two pupishmen tytc him vide order dated 1742457 and cnnuert—ij
ed the proceedings dated 14.2.68 from Rule 14 Lo Rule 16, The ?
punishment wes of recovery of As, 200/~ #nd atop of increments E
for three yecrs. This punishment was carried inte effect and the ?

memo was =180 reeliSed from him into instalmenta, % f

o It ajpears from the pleedings that the appellate Authority

sot-sgide the punishment order end remitted back the case far

denovo proceedings, Thercaftor the opplicant was placed under

auspe,eion on 10th Movermber, 1976 and anain on 26th September, {

1934 vide order dated 31.3.,86 holding that the charges anainst him

was proved, the disciplinary authopity diemissed the applicant f}f}'

sorvice, but the Director of Postal Services agreving with the
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findings on hunanitarian around reduced the pynishment into
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Compulsory peotirement which order is pow under challenses In the |
|
Criminal casce which started sgainst the applicant, a final rEpnrt}

was subnmitted,

3 The punishment order was passed mm some 13 years after

during which the proceedings repains pending denovo preceeding s
also gtarted, The applicant has challenned the order which isg |
agaipst him on' the oround of inordinate delay and incorrect-ness |
of findinos and non 1iving of oppertunity of hesring and that wrkX
nothing against postal rules was done. The appellate authority |

was within the jurisdiction to rocord the findings on the point

after discussing the evidence, thoygh they have ‘arpived at a J

particular conclysion, which cannot be said that it is besed on |
| ' 4
éxtraneous 2nd ir:ielevant matters and not Packs on.record, It is |
i I

becruse that the punishment order eé=rlier set-aside and denovo
r ; enquiry was started and i.e, why the matter lingered on and i

dragged on for 18 years and we do pot find any ground for
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intarfarqpca in the findings so recordsd and the matiter was.

XXXX properly ' dealtuwith and gtcordingly the application has
got to be dismissed, but with the observation, the appellate

authority itself found that the punishment awarded to the
applicant wvas harsh ;nd excessive and that is why it redyced
to compulsory retirement, The applicont's case for re-amployment
can be considered and}gt is desirable that he may bc niven

re~employment, if there is no insurmountable difficulty in the way
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byt with the other observations, the application is otperwise

disnissed, . 4/ i
| -n. | Fember” (A). Viee Chairmen,
‘_{'-- - Dts Sept, 3, 1992,
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