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The applicant was appointed as time scale clerk in 

P.& T. Department in the Year 1957, now known as Postal 

Assistant. According to the applicent,whe belongs to the 

3.0. community, has been unnecessarily harrasaed because 
who 

of the misdeed of one Shri Lal Chand Mishraiis a postal 

clerk in Jaunpur, who committed forgery causintj less 

uf 	1,2170 535/- to the Government in the year 1980. Because 

®P his seniority the applicant was due r7r promotion w.e.f. 

10-3-83 and D.P.C. approved his name and under the orders 

of P.M.G. the applicant was granted the promotion w.e.P. 

10/3/83. Out when this order was received , according to 

the applicant, his harrassment started and E.,  ch:ge-sheet 

was issued to him on 30/9/83 because of the mis-deed of 

the 5. 11d Thri Laichand Mishra on the allegation of, the 

contributory negligence of thp applicant also without which 

ihri Lalchand Mishra ncuid net hi,‘,6 committed the fault.. 

2. 	The applicant challenged the denial C rr rmtif721 

by filing an appeal before this Tribunal and the Trihunpl 

direct 

	

	the respenrients to gi.:e promotion to the applicant 

to/fit/8?. As there was no full compliance the 

applicant yet another application for deciding his 

claim. Out his claim Jss not derided though promotion 

W93 given to him. A char,lic s,; et was issued tr toha cp licant 

end 	 JA* Ls 	d t- 	 Yr:int r©r recc. pery 



of an amount of Fa.576/— on the ground that because of 

the lapses on his,part Shri Lalchand Misra committed 

fraud which cause: meneti-;ry loss to the Government. 

The Director General or Postal Services issued a 

Biennial Cadre Review scheme dated 11-1E-01.to be 

in force frnm 1-10-81. It is thereafter a fresh charge— 
alleging that 

sheet was issued to the applicantthecause of the lapses 

on his part Shri Laichpnd.Misra committed mis—deeds, 

though according to the applicant he was punished once 

in respect of the same. 

3. According to the respondents the charge—sheet 

related to other items though of the same year in 

the same post office and same in nature in respect 

which punishment has already been awarded .7nd it appears 

that there is some over—taping. 

4. Even if there is re cvcrll ir, issueanca a 

charge sheet. after 11 years is without any lusUfic;,tion 

tnd it Ss not known as to what the department was doing 

Cyr all these years. In this case, it arpesIce that pfter 

the promotion was given to the applicant,restructuring and 

researches were made and after 11 years the charge—sheet 

wEs issued to the ;3r.plin nt. 	,rare doing con go nhcaa 

on the trieis of such an old and belated charge—sheet. In 

this connection we make reference to the case of the 

aupreme Court in the case of Beni iingh Vs. State ref 

M.P. (A.I.R. 1990 S.D. page 1308). 	Accordingly the 

charge—sheet dated 2D/2/92 is guaahed and the rciptitnic 

ere restrained from taking any action whatsoever on the 

basis of the said charge sheet. The application s'e 

a 

above. No order as to he cos 

Vice—Chairman. 

Dated: 20th January, 1993,411chabad. 
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2n/1/93. Hon.Mr.lustice 

Hcri.Mr. K. ObaNva. A.M.  

As the pleadings are complete, the case 

is disposed of after hearing the Counsels 

?dr the parties. Judgement has been dictated 

in the open Court. 

(tgk) 	A.M. 
	 V.C. 
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