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(By Hen'dble Mr,Justice U.CeSrivastava,V,.C)

Tre ayplicant was Ul.D.C. in the Office
of Saving Bank Ccntrcl Organisation,Fiizakad. ‘tron
inspite of repeated instructicns, the SBCO Staff

remained neglicent towards their ;rimary duty of

lecdcer agreement, it was decidedty the DeGeDepar:™:n
of Pusts, New Delhi to launch drives €0 imprégfﬁ
workinc cf S.Be and S3CO at cach Hea? }}st"Offic;.
trrouchout the country and conscquently a rive L.
bring the work of Saving 3ank and Saviang 3ank
Centrcl Organisation upto late was launched from
1,6,87, Accosrding to the aferesaid orders, all the

U.D.Cs were directed to complete the wnrk ~f Ledger
agreement suspending @ll sther werks. It wes _/

speciclly menticnad that efficicls whow nulkd leave
the office witheut cempleting the work @#ssigned te
them would be troated As 'Dies-nan'. Tha contents of
these erders were made known te the applicant ~leoe,
iccecrding te the time facter, 52 mimutes for ledger
agrecment of ena binder relating te Savings Bank,
twe hours for binders relating te other types of
accounts was allowal to evech UDC, Each WC red to
complete the ledger agreement of 8/4 binleors dcily

but the @pplicant hal nst cozmpleted the work ~f lodgs
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agreement in @ccordance with the abeve time facters.
Agccording to the raport ~f the Senior surerviscr,SECO
Faizabal, the applicant had completed agreement ef

only 19 binders Jduring the whale menth af September,

1987, 9 binders in August,1987 and 17 bindlers in
July,1987, which was very lew in cccordance with the
prescribed time factsr and that is why taking into
‘consilderatism the instructions and para 62 of P& T
Manual Volume III, the entire peried was taken as Dies-
non without any break in service. The applicant filed
on anpeal against the seme which was also dismigscd,.
Para 62 of P &TMcnual Volume III reads as fellewss—
wAhscnce of nfficials from duty without preper
permissicn or when on duty in office, they have
left the office withsut proper permissicn er
while in the »~ffice, they refuse’ te perfeorn
the cuties assigned te them is subversive of
discipline. In cases of such cbsence from work,
the leave sanctisning tutkerity may order that
the d ays on which work is not performed be
treated ¢s dies-nsn, i.e. they will neither

count as service nar be csnstrued @s break

in service., This will be withsut prejudice

to any other actisn that the cempetent authorities
might take actian agaimst the persens

reserting to such practices.”

2. In the case of applicant, the perisd was erdered
to be converted ints dids-nsn sn the principle of

‘No werk-No pay' but witheut any break in service
which the applicant has challenged. In the irstructions,
which were issued by the department, a clear directisn
was made that the same is to be complied with. &s such,
it cannot be said that any prejudice was caused te the
applicant. A duty was caste upen each empleyee te
complete his work but they were avsidirg the working
as they adopted the practice =f dring little werk.
Obvicusly, there was refusal t=» do work by them, 2lthe
in writing they 2id net da» s® but practically they
performed very little work and €id nst ca-sperate with

L%/’ the administration by met perferming their duties.
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ks such, the m®ried was ordered te be converted inte

but
2dias-non Arithout any break in service @nl it cennct he

said that the applicant had gst nc previsus ospportunit:
Accordingly,
in the matter./We d¢ net find any merit in the

application and it is dismissed. Ne srder as to ccsts

BFR () W VICE CHAIRMAN.

MEMB
DATEDs AUGUST 3,1992
(ug)






