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(By Hon. Mr. K. Obayya, A.M.)

This application is directed against charge
sheet dated 12/10/88, punishment order dated 23-8-89,
appellate order dated 21-2-1990 and order dated 9-6-83
rejecting the representation of the applicant for

expunging the adverse remarks.

2. The applicant who was appointed as Auditor

in A.G. Office, Allahabad, in the year 1973 was
allocated to Accounts Wing after the bifurcation of the
department as Audits and Accounts and was appointed as
Auditor in the office of A.G., Audit-II, U.P., Allahabad
and posted at Lucknow. It is contended by the applicant
that in due discharge of his duties, he raised

objections to some bills, did not pass claims in

disentitled cases, and pointed out the short-comings
of the Field Staff, for which the Accounts Officer
became annoyed and started harassing him and also

gave him adverse entry in A.C.R. for the period

1-4-88 to 10-8-88; and because of the adverse entry
the applicant was denied of increment at the stage of
Efficiency Bar. The applicant alleges that he was
unnecessarily involved in a disciplinary proceedings
and without enquiry or opportunity, he was punished

with "censure®.

3. The respondents have refuted the contentions
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b of the applicant and pointed out that the applicant
> ‘ has not made any written complaints regarding
misconducts of the officers as alleged by him and

“ te has alsc nct produced any documents to

substantiata his allegations. It is further pointed

out that the A.C.R. was writtern on the basis of

' work performance of the applicant and adverse

il
remarks were communicated as recorded by Competent

Authority to enable the applicant to improve his

" performance and overcome shortcomings. Merely

because a note put up by a subordinate employee is

not agreed to, it does not lead to inference that

' higher authorities are annoyed. The note can always

" be overvalued by superiors.

“ 4. Regarding charge sheet, the applicant was

served with a charge memo dated 12/10/88, for acts of

omission and commission in performance of his duties;

>
The applicant submitted his representation on 25/10/88,
” denying the charges; notwithstanding this the

disciplinary authority passed the order awarding

®Censure® to the applicant. The applicant assails

“ the enquiry and penal orders on several grounds,

that no enquiry was held, due opportunity was not

given and that the disciplinary authority has not

considered the material on record. The respondents

have refuted the allegations, according to them,

r the applicant was given opportunity of personal
hearing, his representation was considered, and since

the charge was for-émposition of minor penalty no

” enquiry was held, as the disciplinary autha ity

considered that enquiry was not called for in thre

' case.

5. We have heard the Counsels of the parties. So

far as the disciplinary proceedings is concerned,

: admittedly the charge was for imposition of minor
r é, 000003 ‘
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