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Suncer Lal -pplicant
versus
Union of India & others xkespondents,

Cux. A

4 surprige inspection wa: made/at sohawal Re.S.

office on
of the po

attended

minutes,w

Shri S« .Tripathi Counsel for Respondents.

Hon.Mr.cusilie= U.C.Srivaestave, VLo
Hon, Mr, X.vbayva, «dm, Member,

(Hon.iMr.Sustice Uecoorivastava, VeCe)

the asclicant wRo was .\.P.iv., Faizabad.
gt 10.C0 hours
sub post

1C.11.,1987..he gpplicant who was incharge
st Jffice ' d kg of the main ¢atein his custody

the of ice at 10.10 hours i,z. late by 1C
itk the result that the char e sheet was issucd

tothe apulicant containing three checges

1.

3.

Late uttendance of the office by 20 minutes

when the inspection was mc3e,

tig could not £fill in the L.J.8ccount of
sohaval @.5.Post oftfice fom 8.10.87 to
9.1:.87.

L-taine. cash in excess of the maximum limit.

in the

lt was dlso mentionad/®Rug €herce sheet that the arlianc

1S hebl

tual of cominy lata, the applikant, after the

inspection submitcied his w.rit.en stetevent wheresfter,



Shekee 1/

By

oy

chie autnority cleiyed him. rfhe gpplicant, for the
alleged lepses wos punished bf withholding of one

nexe increment for .o yearls vithout commulative

eff.ct vide orler catel 13.1 .88.rhe gpplicant preferred
n anpeal to the wisfzctor Poustal sezvices Lucknow and
tre gppealwzs rzjecte and the vid-i dacted 31.10.88

was confirmed. ‘he ap-licant's peticion submit.ed to

the hamoer(P) Poscel bervices 30a:d was also rejected

vide o.ler Geted 25.7.1390.

C\

. 50 far £s thecharge o, 1 anl 3 ere conCernegd,
I aop 3:s that they we 2 ndt »rovad or partly nioved.

in sO0 far as thecraive no, 2 is concerned it was proved.
.uthority took & serious visw anu penalty of withholcing
of incCrement was not cancelled.,lt micht h:ve been reduced
to one increment beceause :the gpplicent was punished in
r.ecpect oﬁﬁg%% Charess It is the case Of minor penalty
and the Jlribunal caznnot interferz in :he quantum of

punishmenct,

3. we find no merit in che application and
accordingly it is dismisced. i is fOr the applicant

to a» roach the reviewing zuthority for reducing the
sunishment for vitrholding of incrsment to one year from
cwo yeeis asthe revi * authority B.s diluted the punishment
in respect oi the Lhlsiges an-cdsx by the aprellate

a.thority or other,

o ~he applica cionis disposed 2f as apove with

no/o>fdz2r as to CoOszse.

—AdCKN oM s heds 15.7.92



