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Sunder Lai -‘pplicant

versus

Union of India & others *<espondents.

Shri S«jJ .rripathi Counsel for Respondents.

COKJ>M

Hon .Hr.Jus-is U . C . s rives tav^'/  ̂ •
Hon. Mr. K .wbawa^ «^dm. Hember.

(Hon.Mr.Cuscice U.J.::irivastava, V .C .)

x’he applicant was /uP.i-i./ Faizabad.
A  ̂ lO.pO hours
A surprise xnspecticn wac made/at Johawal ti.b, sub post

office Jn 1 0 .1 1 ,1 9 8 7 .-he sgpplicant who was incharge

of the post office fed of the main c,ate-in his custody

attended che of ice at 1C. 10 hours i .^ .  luua by 1C 

minu tes,wich trie result that the chot:e sheet was issusd

tJthe applicant concciining three chccges

1. Late attendance of the office  by 20 minutes

when the inspection was mode,

‘’ie could not fill in the o.J,account of 

ooha-‘al .i.S.Post oftice f o  rn 8 .1 0 .8 7  to 

9 .1 1 .8 7 .

3. r taine cash in excess of the maximum limit.

in the
It  vjas d-l so mentioneci/Simx Choree sheet that the appli^nt 

'/oS habitual of coniny late, The appliCtant, after the

inspection submit:,e<^ his ..rit.en scaterent 'thereafter.
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ohe authority c;.c:i.g-'d him. x’h3 applicant, for the 

a;.li;ged lapses 'k s  punished of vjithholding of one 

n̂ _>:c increment, for >_..o ytars \;ithout cammulative 

efr-ct vide or^lsr .̂ciCa  ̂ 19 .1  .88.x^he applicant preferred 

uppeal to the --'irictor Postal taervices Lucknow and 

the apoaalwss rsjecce and the olc'-x dated 31 .10 .88  

v;a^ confirmed, -he apoliccmt's petition submit-ed to 

■̂he rx3nber(P) PosCdl ^services £5oo-d v;as als-> rejected 

vide o^dei aetsd 23 .7 .1990 .

2. i»o far 's thachar^e 1 ani 3 er^ concerned, 

it app 3: 3  thc^t they we not orovsd or partly proved.

in so far at thdchar^e no. 2 is concerned it  wa3 proved.

*iuthority took a serious vie^ ana penalty of v/ithholainQ

of increment v;as noc can ceH eo .It  might hfVe been reduced

to one increment because the appliccjnt was punished in

r.spect of//t^e char-^es* It  is th^ case of minor penalty

and the Tribunal cannot interfere in the quantum of

punishmen t.

3. we find no merit in the application an<d

accordingly it  is  digmisi^ed. 1 c. is  Cor the applicfint 

to ao roach the rsviev;inQ authority for reducing the 

punishnent for vithholdinQ of incrsjnent to one year from 

two year's asthe revi authority diluted the punishment

in respect 0 1  the c>®rces a\; rdec- by the appellate

a .thority or other.

*he appl ica cionis disposed of as above vjith 

m der as to costs.

v.c.
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