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(By Hon,Rr. Justice U.C.Sjrivastauafl/»C,)

l^he applicant yho uas uiorking as. Postal Oyersaer, 

Bikspur, District Faizabad, was served with' a memo, dated 

7 / 8 / B 6 .  The charges against tha applicant yss that he 

did not giv/e presc|ribed receipts to the depositors ®nd 

did not take receipts while making delivery of the Pass 

Book and did not tally th© balance and he Failed to make 

any report regarding the difference in the balance and 

did not submit Pass Book for passing entry of interest,

^  The applicsnt denied the charges, Emquiry Officer

was appointed and he submitted his report.  The disciplinary 

authorities disagreed with the finding of the enquiry 

officer  and exonerated the applicant and awarded compulsory 

retirement v/ido order dated 2 4 / 9 / 8 7 .  , The applicant 

f iled  an appeal to the Director of Postal Services.

The appeal uas partly alloued and reduced the punishment 

by reducing his pay by 3 stages from fe,284/- to Rs.266/- 

in the pre-revised time scale of fe,250-350/- for a ■

period of 6 fcontha. The applicant has nou challenged 

the punishment order by which his pay has been reduced 

as mentioned abov/e.

2 ,  The punishment order was passed after holding

enquiry and the idispiplinary authorities came to the 

conclusion that the charges against th® applicant were 

proved. Though the disciplinary authorities awarded 

punishment of compulsory retirement, the appellate
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authorities took a lenient vieu and reduced the 

pay of the applicant as mentioned above,

3., According to the applicant,  there yas some 

conspiracy against him and the amount uas rois-appropriated 

by some one i . e .  one ,3hri RemtvShanker Pandey, who has 

once been prosecuted in criminal case .  It may be so» 

but the applicant has not been charged uith any 

rais-eppropriation, but due to' his failure to perform 

his duties this punishment uas given to him, Th® 

eppellat© authorities took a lanient vieu-and have

5Ceduced th© punishment, y@ have no power to reduce

\
the punishment any further. This is not « case in 

which no guilt  has been prov-ed against the applicant.  

Accordingly the application dsserues to be dismissed 

and it is dismissed without any order as to the costs.
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Dated: 2nd February. 1993 ,  Lucknou,

(tgk)


