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The applicant who was. working as. Postal Overseer,

Bikepur, District Faizabad, was seryed with a meme. dated

. 7/8/86. The charges against tha applicant was that he

did not give prescribed receipts to the deposltors nd‘

did not take receipts uhll& making delivery of the Pass

 Book and did not tally the balance and he failed to make
~any report regarding the difference in the balance and

~did not submit Pass Book far passihg entry of interest,

The applicant denied the cﬁarges. EMquﬁry Officer

was appointeé and he submitted his repont.‘-The disciplinary.
aﬁthorities disagraad with the finding of the enquiry

of ficer éna exoner;tedlthe apg}icant‘GNd awarqed cbmpulsary
retirement wide order dated 24/9/87., The abplicént

fii@d an appeal to the Directop'QF Fbstal'ﬁervices.

The appeal was partly alloyed ﬁna redﬁced the guniahmeﬁt

by reducing his pay by 3 stages from &.284/— te Rse 266/~

~in the pre-revised time scale of R 250-350/~ for a

period of 6 monthas, The amplicant has nou‘challehgedl

the punlshment order by uhlch his pay bas been reduced

as mentloned above.

2.  The punishment order was passed af ter holding

ﬁqulry and the wlapiplinary authorities came to the

_conclus1en that the charges against the applicant Were

’proved Though_the disciplinary authorities auarded

punishment of cempulsory retirement, the appellate
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eppellate authorities took a lenient uieu;anakhave

‘and it is dismissed without any order as to the costs, -

-? - ' \
authorities took a lenient view and reduced the
pay of the applicant as_menticned above,

3. . According'to the applicant, there yas some

‘conspirscy against him and the smount was mis-appropriated

by Sémelone i.e. one 3hri Remashanker Pandey, who has
once been plosecut@d in crlmlnﬂl CQse.’ It may be so,

but the applicant has not been rhargad with any

mis—apprOprlatmon, but due to His failure to perForm ' -

his duties this punlshm@nt uas given govhmm. The

\

teduced the punishmeht. We have no pouer to reduce

N .
the punishment any further, This is not & case in

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

Accordingly the_apg&ibation deserves to be dismiss ed

me_ﬁg%f@E¥A“///) | | Vice~Cha§rman

Dated: 2nd February, 1993, Lucknoy.
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