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ol } (By Nen, Mr,Justice U.Cearivastzva,V,C.)

The applicant. yas appeinted as time scale clerk in
P, & T. Department 10 the year 1957, new khcun as Pestal
Assistant. Accerding te the applicant,whe belengs te the
3.0, cemmunity, has been unnecessarily harrassed because
ef the misdeed af enc 3hri Lal Chand Mishraiﬁg.é r2stal
clerk in  Jaunpur, uhe cemmitted fergery cavsing less'
Gf T5,1,20,535/= te the Ssvernment in the year 1980. GBeczuse B
af his sgnierity the applicant wes due For prometion wes.f.
1p-3-83 and D.P.C. appreved his name and under the erders
ef P.M.G.';he applicant was granted the premetien We€.Ta
10/3/83, PBut when this oraer uas received , accerding te

the applicant, his harrassmant started and a rohatge-sheet

uas issued te him en 30/9/83 because of the mis-ceed ¢f
the sai< “hri Lzlchand Mishra en the sllegztien eof the
centributery negligance of the spplicant alse witheut which

3hri Lalehand Mishra cocuvid nef heue coemmitted the fault,

2. The applicant challenged tho deniel oF crametion

by filing an appeal befere this Tribunal and the Tribuncl

directe" the respongdents to gire premetien te the applicant
Cw.eJFe 10/1/81. As there was na full cemplisnce the

applicant #!;ed yet anather Qppliﬂa%iﬁn fer deciding his

slzim. But his claim yss net decicded  rhough premetion

was given te him, A charge sheet was igssued o thz ap,licent

and
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gf an ameunt of fs.576/ - en the greund that because af
the lapses en his part 3bhri Lalchand Misra cemmiited
fraud vhish csuse menetary less tae the Gmse-rnma‘nt.
The Director Deneral of Festal 3ervices issued a
Biennial Czdre AReview schems dated 11-10-81 te be

in foerce fram 1-10-81, 1t is thereafter & fresh charge-
alleging that
sheet was issued te the applicant/because ef the Lapses

en his part 3hri Laichand Misrz cemmitted mis-deeds,

theugh accerding te the applicant he was punished ence

in respect ef the same,

e

3, . -~Recerding te the respendents the pharge-sheet
relgzted tz other items theugh el the same yeal in

the same post effice and same in nature in respect of
whieh punishment hgs slresdy been auarded -nd it gppears

that there is some sver-laping.
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4. Even if there is me overlaping,

charge sheet after 11 yeels is without sny justificetien

& I‘.d

fre

¢ fg net knewn a3 te uwhat the departmsnt was deing

I}

fer all these years, In this case, 1t arpesrs thatl after

the prometien was given to the epplicaent,restructuring and

researches were made and after 11 years tha charqe-sheet

icsnt, MN¢ procecdings oonogo ahegd

[

wss issued te the aop
on the hosis of such zn eld and belated charge=-shest. 1In
this cennectien we make reference to the case of the
supreme Crurt in the case of Ba:i singh Vs, State of
fuF. {8.1.R, 1990 3.C. page 1308}, Accerdingly che

1
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charje-sheet dated 23/2/32 1s guashed snd the respenis:
sre restrained frem taking any aciien uhatsoever on the

basis of tha said charge sheet, The apgliczizon @ ! nnns

mingopat oF Finnlly -8 abeve,. Ne srder as bo ihp cosio.e
//’
} , ; .
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Membg&k {A) Yice-Chairman,
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Dated: 270th Januery, 1393,811chaba
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Hen,Mr ,Justice U,C,3riventave,V,C.

Hen fr. K, Obayya, A.M,

As the pleadings are csmplete, the case

[N

s dispesed ef after hearing the Ceunsels
For the parties. - Judgement has been dictatec
in

the spen Cavrt,.
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