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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD

LUCKNOW CIRCUIT BENCH

Registration 0.A. No.24 of 1990(L)

Hari Prasad Pachauri .....

Versus

Applicant

. Union of India & Others ..;..Respondents

Hon,Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava, V.C.

Hon., Mr. A

.B.Gorthi, Member(A)

s )
!

P A
Us
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(By Hon.Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.)

. The applicant who was working as J.A.O.

Incharge SECO: Lucknow G.P.0. during the year 1984-85

“and the preparation of lists of ilent S.B. Accounts

for the year 1984-85 was pending, has prayed this

Tribunal that the-imputations levelled against the

appliceant are vague and based on no evidence,

this

T ribunal may be pleased to drop the charges and

proceedings initiated under Rule 16 of CCS(CC&A)

) | .
Rules, 1965 and the punishments inflicted are bad

in the eyes of law and without

T oA
Pring

£

of mind by

le
issue of a non-speaking order of the disciplinary

authority which is liable to be quashed. The

punishment of étoppage of next increment of the

applicant for two years without cunulative effect

may be alsq be set aside and the review order also

5

be set aside and the withholding of promotioh and

non-consideration of the applicant for promotion

on due date alongwith the officers who are junior

to him was not legal and thét the respondentsvmay

be directed to modify the date of promotion of the

A}

applicant from 30.10.89 to 1.4.87 with retrospective

o date.

On 2.7.86 the applicant wads served with the
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following imputations of charges-whiie he was
working as J.A.0.

" while vworking as J.,A.0. SBCO LW, he was
entrusted with the work of getting the list
of silent S.B.Accounts for the year 1984-85
prepared. For doing this work UDC SBCO,
Ledger clerk and APM (SB) are only entitled
o get honorarium as per Directorate
instructions. J.,A.O0. is not entitled to

any honorarium. The J.A.O. is expected to
test check few entries in each list and

this work he is expected to ¢do during office
hours. The applicant ié alleged to have
‘claimed an honorarium of Rs.211-10 by scoring
out the name of S$/Shri D.K.Srivastava and
Shyamsuﬁder UDCs and including his name
mandged to draw honorarium although he was
not entitled for the said honorarium."

Departmental pro¢eedings'took place and the punishing:

authority after'taking_into consideration the material
on the record held that the applicant has committed
- serious irregularity. The Director of Postal

Accounts U.P.Circle, Lucknow being the disciplinary
authorify in his.case, in exercise of the powers
confered upon hiﬁ as per Rules under CCS (CC&A)Rules,
1965 ordered stoppage of increments for two years
without cumulative effect vide order dt. 10,9.86.

The applicant prefefred an appeal to the Postmaster
General U.P.Z. Circle Lucknow against the said stoppage
of increments order who after considering all aspects
of the case rejected the appeal vide ordef dt. 26.3.87
end which communicated to him vide \1étﬁér dt. 17.6.87.
The applicant was not entitled for Honorarium for the

work which was done by him and that is why the applican
did not menticn his name at initial stage in the hono-

rarium bill and acquittance roll but, latepbn after the

bill had been passed by the competent authority, he
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scored out the names of S/9hri D.K.Srivastava, UDC
@8€, Shyam Sundeir, UDC and A;‘K,Sriyastava, UbDC in
the honorarium Eill and entered his own name fin place
of Shri A¢K;Sri§astava, URC and managed to draw the
amount oﬁ 29.12;84. The matte;'was'referred to the‘
Member (Personnél) Postal Services Board and he also

did not find any ground either to set aside ofr review

the punishment. The applicant had alsc made

representation against the adverse remarks to the

Chief Postmastér Gemeral, Lucknow which was decided

on 16.11,90., The entry against item No.17 was ofﬁered
to be expunged.é Entry against item No.é was modified
and rema;ks regérding attending to audit objections
was allowed to étand in his ACR,., The D;P;C. met in
December, 1987 éor~promotibn from JAO's cadre to BAAC
cadre w.e.f. 1;4.87 but the applicant was found not
fit for promotion. Ultimately in the year 1989 the
appliCant was given promotion after expiry of the
punishment period. The charge levelled against the
applicant is vague as per assertion given by the
applicant., We ﬁave gone through thevcharge and we

do not £ind that the charge is vague and is

misconstituted., | Facts are clear that when the

~applicant was not entitled for honorarium even then

he manaced to draw the same as stated above. The
punlshment order has also been challenged on the grouna
that it is a non-speaking oxder and there was no
application of mind. The Postmaster General has
rejected the applicant's representation after
consicering all the aspects of the case, ihe Member
(Personnel) Postal Services Board also did not find

ahy grouné to review the punishment. It is true



A

that during this period his juniors have been promoted
from the JAO cadre to AAC cadre in the year 1987. His
case wasvalso considered but the applicant was not

found £it for promotion by the D.P.C. in the year 1987.

He was given promotion in the year 1989 after expiry

of the punishment period. The promotional post was

a selection post and it was within the jurisdiction
of the review D.P.C. to select or not to select. The
Departmental Promotion Committee sfter going through

the service record and after considering all the

aSpects‘of the matter Gid not find: thefapplicantkto

be promoted from the year 1987. 1In the above circums- -

tgnces, ve do not fin&'any ground to interfere with the
punishment. order which has been passed on the material
on record with reasons. Accordingly, the application

is dismissed with no order as to costs.

»

Member XA) . Vice Chajirman

3

Dated the 3 July, 1991.

RKM
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL, ALLAHARAD BENCH
CIRCUIT BENCH : LUUKFOw

Review Petition No. 398 of ;991
' In
Original Application No.24/90(L)

Hari Prasad Pachauri cese _ . Applicant
Vs.
Union of India & Uthers ..., Respondents

Hon'ble Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastsva,V.Ca
Hon'ble Mr. A,B. Gorthi, Memker (A )

(By Hon.Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava,C.C.)

This is a review application against our -~ r

. Judgment order dated = 5th July,1991 ddismiésing thegr~'™)

Original Application £iled by thé applicant .This Review
Petition is on the grdund that this Honl!ble Tribunal
sunmarily dismisced the cése which is listed for final
hearing. Accbrdinéiyﬂfromtthé%office record we  found
Ehit-théutasttWas flisted " énr 3rd’ duly, 1991 for hearing
anc thereafter it was posted for dilevery of judgment
on 5th July, 1991, on that date judgment was éelivered.

4

It appears theat the orcer sheets are not ¥2;E alntained
kept &

ahd sometimes the order. shﬁets are/blank and the applicant

is trylng to take adv antage of itq ¥

2. N The applicent was working as J.A.O. Incharge,

SECO,Lucknow G.P.O. durlrg the year 1988-85. It appears

~ that the applicant»was chargesheeted after the eng iry.

° The charge against him was that, he was entrusted with the

work of getting the list of silent S=B Accounts for the

year 1984-95 prepered,. and for this work L LD.C. SECO,

" Ledger Clerk and AFM(SB) are only crtltled to get

honorarium as per Directorate Insturctions. As the
the applicant is J.A.0. he is not entitled to any

honcrarium, and he is expected to test check for few
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-

‘entries ‘in each list andthis work he is expected to Co

@uring'office hours. The applicant is alleged to have
claimed an honorarium of Rs.211.10/ by_scoring out the
namé of S/Shri D.K,Srivastava and Shyamsundar UDCS and
including his name'managed to draw henorarium although

he was not eﬁtitled for ﬁhe said honorarium. A déparﬁren—
tal proceedings gook place against the aspplicant on the
tasis of said céharges, and after hearing of the applicant
a minor penalty was imposed on the applicant by stoppage
of increments fqr'twolfears without curulative effect vide
order dated 10.9.86.The applicant preferred an appeal to
the Postmaster General U.F.Circle against the said
punishment which was rejected whde order dated 26.3.87.
The méttef was referrea to the Member(Fersonnel) FPostal

Services Board anﬁhe also did not £find any ground either

“to set aside or review the punishment, The applicant had

.38lso made representation against the adverse remarks to tt

Chief Postmester General, and the entry against the cro~z
Item No.17 was ordered to be expunged, and entry against
item No .6 Qas modified and remarks regarding attending
to audit-objections was 2llowed to stand in his.ACR. In
the year 1987 she D.F.C. met for promotion from JAO's
cadre to AAO but the ap, licant was found not f£it for
promotion. Subseguently in -thefyear 1989 the applicant
was given promotion‘after expirey of the punishment

period. It apgears that Curing this périod his juniors

~ have beén promoted from the JAC cadre to AAO cadre in

the year 1987, and the applicant was not promoted because
he was unde?pehaltyl”lt%ﬁas within the jurisdiction of
éhe review D.P.C to select or not to select. The |
Department el Fromotion Comittee did nét find any matter
to consider the applicant for prdﬁotion. We accordingly
direct the réSpondents to put up the matter to the

higher guthority and if the higher authority did not

find any merit in the applicant's case then the judgment
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of Tribunal will not stand againsy%he respondents.
| B L
With above observation the applicabion stemés is

dismissed Nor order as to costs.

. | i .' 4_ “ B | ’ ] Z/(/L/
el el
- Membe M a) ' _ Vice~Chairman.

i
1
3

6th Nov.{1991,Luﬁnow.‘

(sph) -




IN THE CENTRAL AWII@ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD,

SITTING BENGH, AT LUCKNOW.

,[: 4 . !
\ O\D Bentral Adminiitive Tribunog
s W\ Circuit "t ’u.‘;'.i'j?u
: - Dateof Fi. WL
W ' - Date of Rocadpt w, Hasti e
S ~ o ’ "\/j@eputy Registrari f)
In ré. i- ‘
H.P. PACHAURT ..... Vss ... UNION CF INDIA & OTHERS.
| 0uA. of 1990
. % - | DATED :
¥ FORM - II
gl = .
R B e ¢ceipt -~8511i »p
\ | - RECEIPT OF THE APPRICATION FILED IN THE C.A.1.
b ALTAHABAD, SITTING BENCH AT TUCKNOW BY SHRI H.P. DAGHAURI,
2 7 | 4.4.0., 0/0 D.A, (P)3 AMINABAD, LUCKNOW UNDER THE MINIST4
RY OF COMMUNICATION (DEPARTMENT OF POSTS), UNION CF
INDIA, NEW DELHI THROUGH HIS COUNSEL SHRI R.V. TEVARI,
& ‘}S) ADVOCATE, HIGH COURT BENCH AT TUCKNOW IS HEREBY
§ " 130 ACKNOWLEDGED, TODAY i.e, THE OF JANUARY, 1990,
@m‘@“w |
! [7° LUCKNOW .
DATED FOR REGISTRAR,
Q‘g A | C.A.T. BENCH AT,
o LUCKNOW,
L \,“p
AL

L d




IN THE CENTRAL AEMINI&TRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' CIRCUIT BENCH,TUCKNOW

0.4. 24 1990 Qg)

I/

Dt ; ‘
Hari Prasad Pachauri | ---—5; ——— e—- Applicant
E rs
Union of India and othersg w=-- — = Regpondent
Application U/s-19 of CAT, et 1985
A XDEX
B S ( Compilation No 1 )
i
~C s1. No. Discription of Docunents Annx,
. Application h-
o 2. Reviewing order dt. 22)11.1988 Ao
h o received on 21.12,1988,
3 f 3, Appellate order dt. 26i3.87 A- o
4, Punishment memo dt. 10;9.86 i A- g
. 29 - 3y
5. Tucknow Chowk H,0. IPO No. A -
| B 02419084 dt. 1.1.90 for Bs. 50/~ - ¥ - -
;}_ ‘ fee of the application. , ‘
% G- _ V”’(‘)L-QTN,QMA A - G , 3y- -
Tucknow, o Jl, : /R* Loeh. i -
Dated - 22.\.%0: } Signature of the Applicant
A



ny ’I‘HE Coli TRAEL  ADMINLISTRATIVE TRLIBUNAL AT ALLAHABAD;

R vt

CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKNOW.

e

&h 24 |90 (L)
"y HaRI PRASKRD PACHAURIL, AGED ABOUT 58 YEARS,

SN OF SHRI RAM SWAROOP, WORKING A5 A.A.0.
(Gr, -'B'=Gazetted) 0/0 THi LIRECIOR OF
ACCOUNTS (POSIAL), U.P. CIKCLS, AMINAEBAD,
LCKNO W, TR APP LICANT
VARSU S. |
1. UNION OF INDIA TrROUGH ThE SECRLTARY,
y o MINISIRY OF COMMN. {DEPIT, OF POSLS),
N&W DELH I, |
2.  Tol ChiEF POST MASIER GQN&RAL, U.B.
( CARCLE, LUCKNO We |
| 3. i D IRSCLOR OF Accdpm rS, {POSLAL),

UsP, CIRCum, AMINABAD, LUCKNOW,

%

coees RESPONDENTS,

APP LICAL ION UNDRR bulCrllOlv - 19 Ok iHi ALMINLISTRAT .VE TRIBUNALS

- ' A _
. HUMBLE, SUBMISSION IS &5 UNDER ;-
1, PARTICULAEAS OF dhil ORDERS AGAINST WiICs THE APP LICATLON
(i) (a) No, 2-484/88-Vig-111
(o)  Date | 22.11,1988 received on 21.12.1988

‘vide Db, {P), lucknow No,admn,-1
B (s) /Disc./HPP/TR-159 dated
\\ . 21.12.880 COntd. 00.;: 2. 3 ;

i



Hoi b Poetaine -

oy

{c) Authority Hon 'ole Member {(Personnel), Postal
Frvicgs Bard, Gvt, of Indig,
Ministry of Commn, :(Deptt, of Posts),

New belhi,

ii) (a) - VIG/M-1/3/87/4
(b) 26.3,1987
{c) - | PMG, U.P; Circle, lucknow,
iii) {a) : Admn.-l{&)/p_n:t/ﬂép |
{p) | 10,9.1986
(03 : birector of &ccounts (postal), U.pP.

Circle, iucknow.

2. JURISDICTION OF THE TRIBINAL

The applicant declares that the subject matter of the
orders against which he wants reddresal is within the jurisdiction

of the Tribunal.

3. LIMmITAT ION

"’.he applicént further declares that the application
is within the Limitation period prescribed in Sction 21 of the
C.a,7, {Procedures), Ict, 1985 subject to the condonatien of the
peribd of delay in mbn*lissiofl of a seperate application supported

by cthe affidesvit U/S 21 or the sald act,

4, FACTS OF 1THE CASE

A

1. The applicant was working as J.2.0.INCHARGE SKCO;. ucknow -
G.P.OI. during the year 1984-85 and the preparatiori'y of lists
of Silent $,B. Accounts for the year 1984~-35 was pending.. _

' contd, ... 3.



‘for the months together irrespective of the repeated
instructions and orcéiers of the &0, ICO~ (SB), lucknow
on account of the réi‘usal by the sﬁafdi of U.,D,'Cadré to
attend the work of @r&p&ration of the lists of silent SB
&ccounts on pa&rrx@nt;oi honor_arium as per prescribed pro-

visions.

Tne further delay was due to in-adequacy on the
part of the a0, Ico,i {s8B), lucknow and the Director, Postal

Services, lucknow in initiating Disc,-proceedings against

“the defaulters and to call them to account for such job-

indiscipline prevailing since long. Reports are annexed

to this application as Annexure - A-1 §& B =2,

That under procedural rules detailed in POSTAL MANUAL OF
SBCO, PAIRING AND ICO PROCEDURES as retreasted under D.G.

Posts, New Yelhi letter Mo, A=2/86-SB dated 26,2,86 and

22,10,86 { fpnexure No, A=3), accounts in which no transe
actions have taken glace for a period of six (now amended

to 3 years) years will be treated as Silent S,B. &/cCs.,

Lists of Sudld accounts are prepared by the staff
of UD Cadre working in SBCO of each and every He.ad Post
Offices, This workzshou ld e started every yeér simu ltane -
ously with the wo rk Eof calculation of annual interest in
S.B‘; &/cs, by SB Br:ainch of Head Post Offices in respect bof
which inte:est' staﬁements are prepared by the IDCs of
S0 Branch after completion of 20% checking of calculation
of interest under tn& process by the ULCs SECO Branches of
Head Post Oftices at the .end of each Financial yesr,

P

. contd,



The work of preparation of liéts of SB Silent
Accounts is to ke attenaed by the staff SBCO manually aﬁa
also the work by nature is épecific, periodical on regular
basis and in addition to the nommal work-load takeri into

account for establishment purposes and as such UDCs engaged

are required to attend this work on payment of extra remunera-

tion in the snape of Lonorarium at the rate prescribed by the

Lepartmént ror such operative work ettended beyond nommal

working hours py sitting late.

Trhiat the official nchisrge of $BCO is required to exercise
a test check before placing his signatures st the kottom of
each lists tnus prepal_éd by endorsing the prescribed certi-

ficete for which no honorarium is allpwed as he is supposed

to do this work during his normal duty nours and also as part

and partial of his routine duties as per Pnnéxure - A-3 of

this application.

That the official incuarge SBCO has been held personally

re sponsible for timely preparation and correctness of such

lists under his supéervision as per Annexure A-3 of this

dpplication.

Tnat tne snort-comings taced by the applicant to gear up
the work were reporged time to time to the 20, ICO (SB),
lucknow and the virector, postal Services, Iucknow as per

nnexure A,1 & A,2 of this application with a request to

&Jggegt alternative and alsoc to accord approval to engage
the applicant himself in the interest of wo rk and also to

curtail further delay as per 2nnexures quoted in the para

i

Contd. ¢ e 00 5_-0"
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ot this application, lhc authorities preferred to remain
reluctant to the references, f;iowever, the 20, ICO {(SB),
lucknow camé forward ué fix 31,12,1984 as the target date
for the cofpletion of this work without any.altermative to
the exigencies reported and thus the applicant was left with
no alternative except to deploy himself on the job with a
view to get the same cémpleted by the stipulated period of

31,12,1984.

Accordingly, tbe appliéarlt attended tne work by
sitting late be.yond his duty hours and the complétibn vand
Submission of the lists of Silent SB Accounts were reported
on 29,12,19g4 aetailiné the UDCS who did not attend the‘wonk

even on ofders as per SuCLIONAL ORDEXR BOOK dated 25.9.1984 and

15,10,84 respectively, The report is annexed as znnexure A,4

of this applicstion.

inat on receipt of the'repor:t; &8 per knnexure &.4 of this
application the &0, ICO, {SB), lucknow reported to the
Director, Postal Services, lucknow vide his office No. ICO/
SB/Misc./ LW GPO /85 daied 1.2,85 with a copy endorsed to the
Cniex ﬁ"ost Master, lucknow G‘.P.O. t‘nat the incharge SBCO i.e,

the applicant has {C+aimed irreguler honorarium knowing that
the applicant has i i gu g

tne incuarge SHOO is not entitled to cleim honorarium vide
DG, P & T letter No, 1/34/76-3B dated 1,2,1987 because he is

raquired‘to test check few entries in each list and sign at

.the bottom of each page of the lists for which he will not

be paid any honorarium &s he is supposed to do this work
during auty hours., <1ne satract of the D.G,, P & T letcer
No. 1-34/76-$b Gated 1,2,1977 &s aveilaple in the Postal

contdes. b0 - 7



Menual of S$BCO, Pairing and ICO Procedures is annexed

as Annexure 4,5 to tnis application.

\

It was alsd‘réported that the applicant has claimed
honorarium and taken gayment of Rs, 211.16 by insérting his
name py scoring out ti€ name ‘of S/sehri D.K.. Srivastava and
&nyan-ézfﬁgr, UDCs in the honorarium bill and A, Roll
No, &B-182 dated 28.12,84 atter sanction and release of
these'vouéuers ior péymEnt as the name ol the applicant

were not writeen in this vouchers initially,

Hh

That on completion of the work o prepafation of;liéts of
Silent SB 3/cs, for thé year 1984-85 the app licant prepared
honorarium bill &nd # Roll in his own hand on 27,12.84.
Under the process nemes of all the UDCs were written in
chronological numb@r'ﬁn the hill and A roll at the first
instant. ‘Ihe COlumns‘agalnst the name of S/&hri D.K;
Srivasﬁava ana Shyam &;nder UDCs were left_blank as in

¢ése oI brivastava the amount due to him was more than

KS, 250/~ ana unaer tie iiﬁamcial POWEL a seperatéfbi;l

18 to & pleparsa and submitted to theé Dirsctor, Fostal

S Ssrvices, lucknow being the sanctioning auticrity ot such

bills and Suri &nyam <under, UDC had not att@hded the work
at ail, Tie columns in nonorarium bill and & Roll No, SB-182
dated 28,12,84 were also to ke left blank as he had also
not attcﬁdea the work.irmspective ol reports and orders
put inadvertently the amoun§ due to the epplicant i,e,
Ks, 211,10 were entcred in éﬁ&se.documents against the

neme of &Shri A.K, Srivastava, ULC, On 28.12,84 the

irregularity cam¢ out to k2 detected and the ap§licant

Coﬂtd' es e e 7.0‘
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py attending the otfiice of the Post Master wicknow
GaP .U, dncircled the name of Siri a.X, Srivéstava, ubDC
and substituted his name in both these documents under

the knowledge of the dealing Assistent and the EPM

Gmternoconcerned of Account Branch, To gt the erresors auth-

&

Be

enticated by the sanctioning authority before release

of these documents for payment was an imperative on the

part of these officials exclusively, 1The payment was
received by the applicant on 29,12.84 leaving sufficient
time span to act upon.the duties prescribed under pro-

cedures by these officials.

The fact re@orted by the 20, ICO, {SB), lucknow
on 1,2,1985 were iné:orrect and contrary to the factual
position on the records because the gquestion of scoring
out of the name of S/Shri D.x, ‘Srivastava and Shyam
&mder, UDGs was in no case a necessity and the name of
Sri P..K; srivastava, ULC, was corrected substituted as

no honorarium was die to him.

That on receipt of the alleged report of the A0, ICO,
(SB), lucknow, the Director, postal Services, Inckiow
ordered &ri N,L. Gupta, ASPOS of his affice to enquire

into the facts, The Snquiry report dated 20,5,1985 is

annexed as lnnexure No, 2-6 to this application.,

The pre-existénce of the alleged corrections and
substitution ot the name of the applicant over and above

the name of shri k,.K., Srivastava, UDC is estapblished

also as per punisiment remo of August, 1985 issued by

CD].’]td. s e e e 8.03
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the Dy. Post Mastef; {G), office ot the post ‘Master,
LICknow G.P.0. aga:i;nsc Shri Badlu Rem the then Bill
Clerk _fzor not bring.ing out the errasors in the knowledge
of tue sanctioning suthority ior authenticated purposes
as required ot him v.Ld:a Rile 35 (D) of F.H.B.. Vole-I in
lieu of the charge s.\"neet daced 11,7.85. Tnis punishment

memo is annexed as

A‘nnexuna Mo, A-6 to this application.

- Tne applicant tien was served with a cnarge sneet under

Hule 16 of CC$ (CCA), mules 1965 by tne Lirector of
Accounts, U,.P. Circl@::, lwcknow vide u:is office Memo
No. Admn,-l{S)/P-I1LI/HPP/AO0 '[R-39 dated 2.7.19g6 alle-

ging that the applicant has claimed honorarium for which

he was not enticled viwe LGPT, letier No, 1-34/75-SB dt,

1.,2,77 { Annexure A-7 )}, being incharge of SECO, Lucknow
GJP.0. and also tne ap;;licant has inse‘fted nis name in
the honorarium bill and & Roll only on 29.12,84 i,e,

after release of these ‘;Evouc'uers for payrﬁent by the sanctie-
oning authority by s%:or{ing out the names of 8/Snri D.X.
Srivastava and Shiyam S.x'rlnier, UDCs for irregular and un-
lewtul gain in contrévention of tne spirit of the Rule 3(i)

of CCs(Conduct), K les 1964, The copy of the charge-sheet

is being enclosed as annexure A-g of this application.

Admittedly, the cuarges were against the factual position

adduced wuring the Inguiry conducted by the said ASPOS as

per konexure No. A-9 of this application, the aspplicant

requested perusal of ce rfain documents vide tnnefure A-lQ,
but the disciplinary authority allowed perusal only of

Cbntd, es *ee 9-.-
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11.

<he documents fziientioped in the fnnexure &-11 of this

APPLICE J.lOZ

That irrespective oflt:'he facts the adequate de fence and
rebutal of the cnarges wers handicapped by denial of the

perusal of the documents of mound mate rial'pieces evidence

the applicant submitted nis written representation on

14,8.86. &mexure No, #-12 of tils application is the
Copy of the said written representacion tiled against the

cnarge sheet & hlnnexure No, A-8 of this application,

The arguments_'raiéed'by the applicant in his written
representation aﬁe tnat the charges are ,i;alse;' without evi-
dence on records rathér contrary to the factual position
adduced auring the course ot Inquiry and also the alleged
D.G,. witer at, l,'2.77 is not applicable on tre question
ok I'ioﬁorarium' rather .‘.1: dealds witn the rates of honorarium
and O.1.A, prescribea Iior tie olficials of various cadres
oif &B and 5HCO branches for preparation of the lists of
~ilent S$.B, kccounts and reguested to cancel the vague

cihharge sheet and proceedings ke uropped on merit,

The Disciplinary au‘tl'xority i,e, the Dirsctor, of Acwounts,
(Postal), UI.P. Circle, lucknow witiout me&king of minds and
adjudication oif tre documentary evi_c"xences punished the
applicant with the Stoépage of his next increments for

two yeérs without humu lative :ffect vide his office memo
uo. 2dmn, ~1 {.s)/P-u_i/hpp/m-MgaS cgated 10,9.86 which is

vzing enclosed as Annwmm. N%lB of this application.

Contd. 4"!°" 10..6
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The punishment memo;(Annexure.No. 4=13) was found &
non=-sgeaking order as the disciplinary authority nas
failed to discuss tne facts raised by the applicant in his
written rEpresen@ation {fnnexure &~12), non-making of mind
as required under the principle of natural justice and en

appeal dated 29,9.86/15,10.86 wes prererred which is

fnpexure No, &-14 ol this application to the post Master
Gneral, U,k, Circle, iucknow i.,e, the appellate authority

which was'rejected on 26,3,87 vide pMG, U.p. lucxnow No,vig

KM-1/3/871/4 cated 26L3.87.It is Annexure @-15 ol tnis
application,

The appellate ord@f dt, 26,3.87 {(#nnexure A-15) was not
only couched arbitrarily ratuer contrary to the realm of
appraisal of evideqce as 1if, the relevant documents nave
bkeen shut out at tue stage wnen the cese was not ripe for

arqumeng.

The appellaie order dated 26,3,87 remained an
order not pbased on a scund discrétion and hollowness to
make up his mind on the evidence which was already on the

mecords,

That the impugned flnaings and facts reciited in both the
pun isianentc 1eemo uu4'20.9.86 and the appeilate order dated
26,3,87 show tnat some wring uevice 1s peing adopeed to
Cover up some lacnés on te part ot ;he Adminiscration,
Aggrieved, ﬁue app licant moved & Bﬁviewiﬁg kutiority

by £iling & Review pétitLDn dated 24,7.87/27.7.87 audressec
the the ron'ble MEﬁber, Fostal Servicds boapd, Kew pvelhi,

contd, e.-e Ll...
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ine review petition is annexed as, dnnexure No, A-L6

to this application,

The Reviewing - author#ty has thereupon pleased to

reject the petition ;r(Annexur%‘: No, A-16) by passing the
impugned order dated 22,11,88 against which this applica-
tion is being filed Ibefore t’ne‘ Hon 'bl_e lribunal , The
Reviewing - OQmier un@er No, 2-484/88~Vig~III dated
22.10;.88 was recé(ivea by the applicant oniy on 21,12,1989
vide D._Av. (P}, U-.P'.,I- lucknow Mémo No. Admn,-~l{S)/Disc./
HPP/ 1R=. 159 aated 212.12.1989. « e impugned Reviewing
ordei:"datéd 22,11.88 alongwith the DA, ‘{P)A, U.P.., ucknow
communicating memo dated 21,12,1989 is annexed as 'Annex..
ure No, A-2 of vom@il_ation - 1 under Index to tais

application.

The decision adopted by the Hon'kle Member (Personnel),
Postal *rvices Board, New Delhi is simply 'a‘ camouf lage
for orders of the diéciplinary -~ authority and Apvg;ella'te
authority on the gm\%'r1d of the application of the alleged
D,G.'s letter {Annexﬁre No, &=-5) and the wrongly conceived
»I”%actual position of t‘ihe alleged errasors and overwrittings
ceaused to the Honorarium Bill and &, Roll in question
respectively, - Tre résPected Membai has during the course
of Judicial function, adopted éné‘z- at titude of critical
asse ssment of the principles of NA‘L‘URAL JU SLLCE, P‘R:ﬁ‘JCIP.LE
OF DOCT RINm OF CROLCs& AND THe DOCTRINSG OF BuN&FICIAL
COWSIRUCL LUN. Thug tiris Judicial c;l)trder is intending to

clothe the express statutory power witn un-warranged

C‘Ol’]tfd. s0 ve 12'0"
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(19,

fettring of power of the executive acting upon as if
to mitigate the rdgour of equity, substantial justice and
fundemental saieguards guaranteed by the Constituction of

India to the last ddrth of balance of probability,

Ihat on conspectus oi:all these three declisions 1.€,
Punishment Memo, &ppeilate order & Reviewing order mentionerd
he reinbetore the lrresistdble conclusion rollows vt‘l‘}at'tk"ze
impugned order are noti; maintainakle as tney are lacking

equitable and substential justice anu as such desrve to he

guashed by this hontble Lribunal,

That the applicent while working as

G.P 0. has keen awa
1683 -84 which was
2,7.,1986 vide D,
Corr-281{a) datef

tion of thé apglicant: dated 14.8.86 is still/pending

(P), U.p. Cifcle, -lucknow memo No. Admn,-1/{S)/P~ill/HPP/CR/

Ihe copy/oi the Zdverse entries ang representation

the adverse e

cground of laghes,

=

Contd, eseces 13.ce
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Moreover, Adveyse remarks should noA./ be deemed

e,

as operative if any

presentation withiyf the prescribed
limit is pending vikde D,G.,, P & T. lét;"r No, 27/4/78=Disc
-I dated 19.4,78/ superceding the previous instmictions
contained in thg D;__,G's letter No, 27/17/72-Disc.-1 da‘t;ed

4,12,1972,

: o . :
The representat;¢n ot the applicant dt, 14.8.86

is still pending dispoSal and as such the advenée entries

aeserve to be quash;e and eXpunged on merit, /It is,

theretore, prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal/ be pleased

to command the regpondents No, 2 & 3 to dedide the pending
rit certiorari

représentation deted 14,8.86 by issue a

struction /instructions Ahich this Hontble

Trilunal deean

/

or any other ?
{

fit & proper as per circumstances of the

case,

That, conseguence upon the impugnéd orders discussed
hereinbefore, the promotion of the applicant due w.e,f,
1,4,1987 was not considersd by the respondents o, 2 and
3 alongwith other oifficials on seniority subject to
uniit in a higher J‘:ﬁnctlonal grade o£ Rs, 2000-320C
under 80:20 Sheme o\fv rstmcturing of cadre of Jr.
F"xc.count;s ofiicer in accordance with the D,G, (Posts)
letter No, 37{R)/87-PA-bdmn.-1/iiI dt, 11.8,.87 even

though the serxvice rEecofds of the applicant was meria-

torious and no punishment was concurrently running.

Contd. oo % @ 14000
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That
&L a8 per annexyre A~l9 Snd A~20 the dpplicant
LCant wag
epeated ]
Yy allowegd to ke Superceded by his Juniors tijij
| b
he was
as ually promot&d s A,2,0, {Gr,-B Gazetted)
. -\ ; on

3.11, @ :
89 with & d-terred date i.e, w,e .£. 30.10 89 inst
«8Y Insteaqd
oL 1,
f 1l.4.87 be ®2ing the the of pmmot:u)n of his juniors
bl “ ' .
Ofiice order o, 2g4 dated 3.11.89 is being annexed as

Annexure K
cAule No, 2A-21 to this application praying that withho lding

01 promotion without ‘adhgrmg Lo the procedurs of Saleg-
-CoOvVer or witiout dec.:.dlﬁg the representation dated 2,2,1988
is @ nullity and against ;the constitutional guarantee,

This Hon'ble irimmnal is, trerefore, being a‘opro acked

to adjudicate the po*:‘ltlon of Law and to issue directives
deemed just and proper to gnod;:ty the date of promoticn at par
the date ot promotion of the ofticials next junior to the

apnlicanti,e, 1.4.8987 with &il pepnetits without disturbing
tae seniprity of tne applicent, on the m@spondents o, 2 & 3

as perpetual supersession could not pe sustained in the eyes
of law,

SROUNDS FOR RELIZF WJ.TH LEGRL PROVISIONS

Because, the imputations levelled against the

(I)-

’ . 3 . . N
applicant &s per Ann@xure bog of this application
are not only vague rather contrary to the factual
position on records,

{11) pecause, the a ll:—“aged"k int ringment ‘of outstanding
ned as peEr DG

order sald to have men contail
' }< smed

jetter dat, 1.2 77 {Annexure a~7) is mi con

eVL‘ [ ) ® L ]

'Contd. a® %s * 150‘0
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as the instmcif:ions thus contained by the said
D,G's letter r&?lates to the description of rate
of O.T.h, / Honorarium admissible to the various
cadres of staff_ and not the crutial guestion of

eployment of incharge SBCO under the exengencies

e | repo rted,

ihe charge-sneet &t Annexure A-8 and the
imputations gppeéndixed are lisble to be cancelled

as not sustainable or maintanable.

(I1I)- Bacéu@, the punishmeént memo and punishments
inflicted are \?vitklout making of mind and bad as
L 3 the memo thus :_issuéd is non—s;g)ea'lqirig order, 'the
+ - e e
synopsis is not enough to meet the requirement of

natural justice and substantisl justice,

The punishment memo is based on falsified

facts and ulterior motives and is, therefore, lisble

to be guashed,.

{(iv)=- Eﬁcéuse, the a:ppellate order dated 26,3,87
\/\ - {#nnexure Ia-—lfjf) 1s couched arbitrarily full of
| "z‘lc;ljowne S8 to nake up mind on the e;videnc@ and
is also based on some& wiong device to cover up

aministrative lachies and is liable to be quashed.

(v)- Because, the impugned reveiwing order dated
22.11.88 (Mnnexure No, &-16) against which this
‘ . betfore
application is being filed/this Hon'ble Court,
/S" , is simply a c:ainouflage for orders of the
. contd, eesee 16.ce



disciplinary authofity ena the esppellate
authority. 1The review order is bad in tne
eyes of law becausethe principle of natural
justice, principle of doctrine of choice and
the doctrine of beneficial constrmctions have -
not been adhered to &s required for such semi-
judicial adjudication. -

U

Because, the afdverse entries nave belen awarded

arbitrarily {fnnexure No, A-17 & A418) and
suffers inoydinate delsy in communication are

liable to pe expunged by the refpondents ib, 2

and 3 on merit on only ground of laches.

Because, the adverse /entries have beco & in-
fructueus on tne face of the D,.G. P&Y letter

No.27/4/78-Disc,-Y dated 19.4.78 by Aeeping the

the prescribed 1limits of three months,

Because, the withholaing of promotion in conse-
quence of the disciplinery proceedings for
minor péenalty is against the law and the depart-

mental procedures prescribed ior aled-cover.

Because the Juniors have been allowed to super-
cede by not éonsidering the promotion of the
applicant on expiry ot the disciplinary pro-
ceedings by a supplementary D.JF.C. a8 required
unaer the departmental p}:ocedure ‘and as such

contd, eeceelTes
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the date of promotion i.e, 30,10.89 deserves
to be amended to that of 1.4,87 i,e, the date

of the promotion oif tne next junior official

0

with all kenefits of promotions and emoluments,

_ % ©. DETRILS OF REMEDIES EAHAUSIED

The applicant ci%::clares that he has availed of all
the remedies -ava;iilable Lo him under CC&{CCA)', Rules
1965 as per chro_éno iogical details of representations,
authorities and ‘results with numker of Annexures

notad against each,

o S.No, particudlears of ,zjmm-;o rity Result Annexu re
A : Representations : No,
{ 1, ‘ritten R@pmsenta; -~ The Disciplii- Punishment 2-~13
nary #itho- inflicted,

Cion ageinst the

rity.i,e, D.A., as per knnexure

* charges as per Anne-
.‘ q eXuIE Aed. (®), Llucknow, A=13,
. ‘ 2. kppeal as per Ann- Appellat@ AU - ke jected vide A-15
exure A-l4. tuérity i.e, kppellate order

PMG, UP7LKO. dt, 26,3,87 &s

><” ‘ ks per hnn- per Annexure

JJ—A«» /P&( /PLb&/om exure A-l15, L-15,

e + 0 - . o e i o i o ;\3-2 o F
s e 2 et . ey Heve 1w Y BT - Rejecte lae
3. Ppetition to the Revelwing Au jected v Compez
Reveiwing suthoni-  -thority prescri- Impugned order

. sk . BT nder aAnnexy e
ty l.e,the Hon'‘bie -bed under R-29 u

P L2 compilation-l.
of CCS{ECA) h=2 comp

Member (p),Postal / |
rales 1965, of the application,

Srvices Mpard,
New Relhi under R-29

\ of CCS(CCR)R-1965, - | contd, .e..18..
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7. MATTERS NOT PREVIOUSLY FILEZD OR

PENDING WITH aANY OTHER COURT,

The applicant decleres that he nad not previoﬁsly,

filed any applicétloﬁ, Writ petition, or suit regarding
){ \% o the matter in n%fSpect' of wnich this application has been
- mede before any court o.r eny other authorities or any
other bench of the Tribunal nor any such application, writ

petition or suit is pending kefore any of them,

8. RELISFS UG T
~ | In view of the facts mentioned in para 6 above,
A f
‘f the. applicent prays for tne following reliefs ;-

{13~ | Beceause the iImputations labelled agamst as
per fnnexure A-8 of this application are vague
- _ and besed on no evidence, this mpntble court
be pleased to drop the char.gt:*:s and pmwceedings
initiated under hl:—,}_?_gﬁ_g_&f_b (CCr) Rules 1965

as per akove,

\/l (2)- The puuishménts intlicted are bad in the eyes
of law and witiout meking oi mind by issue
of a non speaking brder of the disciplinary
ruthority which is lisble to be quasrned. This
ton'ble Yribunal be pleased therefore, té
quash the puniéhment mémo and set aside the
A | ‘ the app'licant for two years without cummulat ive

efiect as per Annexure h=-13. _
) .o-c'lgoo'



(3)

and proper as per circum

Because thé reveiwing order as per &nnexure

£-2 compilation - 1 of tne application is perverse
and bad i;ot substential _Zm.d eguitable justice is
therefore, liable to be quashed by this lon 'ble
Tribunal with all consequential kenefits for
promotion, seniority aﬁd emo luments of pay and

allowances with retrospective dates,

Because, the adgverse entries recorded in

Nt Ior the yeer 1983-84 ary/ arbie

become infductuous and arg liable

expunge the entries or/ merit by issue & writ

stances of the case,

Because, the withholiding of promotion and non-
consiaeration of the a,pplicant tor promotion on the
aue date alongwith che dthér officials allowing the
Jguniors to supercede the applicant disturping his
seniority without opportunity are bad in the cyes

ol law &nd

o

1lso are incontravention of tue procedures
prescrioed py the aeparuvment itself and as such this
ron'ble Tripanal be pleased to imsue instructions
to the rmspondents No, 2 & 3 te modiiy the date of

. ; 4 . ‘ “ v/‘w‘% i 4 F. +
prometion ot the applicant irom w to that ot

CONtAe evsesl20eas
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1,4,1987 as per knnexure A-21 of this application

l:__"‘—’\_—"

with all benefits with retrospective date,

That the cost of this application be awarded to
the applicant by passing orders ageinst the defendants

and in favour ot the applicant,

That any other relief deemed proper and just in

the circumstances of the case, be considered and
’ .

and awaraed in favour of the applicant and against

the Respondents,

WIGRA  ORDER

Pending fina

decision on the application the

Respondents No, 2 @gnd 3 may be directed to dispose

pending with ghe Respondent No, 2 sinCe the date of

its submission,

MODE OF SUBMISSION OF Thilk PP LICATION

Tnmwugin his counsel Shri R,v, Tewari, Advocate,
High Court, lucknow Bench, Ilucknow, the applicant
prays for tne opportj.unity to nave oral nearing at .

the admission stage.

PARLICULBLRS OF 1,P.0, IN RaSpoCT QF Tho

APP LICRLION Fid,

cknow Chowk, HO, Postal Ormder No. or4q1908%

contd, ...21.



Y

e

-

payable at iucknow GIP.U. is enclosed wnicn is

innexure k-3 oif tompidaticn - 1 oi this application,

12, LISTS OF  DOCUMENTS

(1) Ls per Compilation -1 = Annexure A=l
' to A-4,
{ii) &s per Yompilation -1 Annexure A=l to

A=21

{iii) Index in Fom - I
{iv) Recelipt Siip'in Form=ii

{v) Registered Address

wcknow ;

Moo Pt Postomna

Deted 3 2%.1. Jo- | APP LICANT

VERIF ICATION

I, hari pfasad Pachauri, aé@d about 55 yesrs, son ot
Shri Ram Swemop wWorking as i° .A.O.‘ {Gr—BnGaze't'ced), 0/0 the
Director oi Accounts, (postai), ULPa Ciféie, Aminabad, ILucknow,
do hermeby verify that the COi'ztents'oi paras 1, 2, and 4, tad 20
are ts:ué: to my personal }mowiedge and those of péras 3, ®od (T)
urloer head 5 to (v) under he’i;ad 12 believed to k& tme on legel
advise &nd personal belief and that I have not suppressed amy

material fact,

ckiow ; | M /A/P Lo Arn *

Dated 22 .1 90. j APP LICENT

L2



SITTING BhﬂCﬁ AT LUCK&OW

gl/ _ " ' In re. 3-
UNION OF INDIA & OTHERS.

H.P. PACHAURI s tsoe VSC' s v
| Ovhe of 1990 ©

| | | REGN., No.s

E | DATED :
i | REGISTERED ADDRESS
\ b 1+ Particulars of the Applicant :
i ‘
[ 1)  Name of the Applicant - HARI PRASAD PACHAURI
QP\ f | o ii) Name of Father -° Shri Ram Swaroop -
{‘a? I 1ii)  Designation & Office =-A.A.0. (Gazetted)
" : ‘ in which employed. 8/0 Director of Accounts,
! : (Postal), U.P. Circle,
f o TLucknow.
‘ ﬁ - iv)  Office Address - Sh. H.P. Pachauri,
%\ : H1 i ) : . Aaf‘\lOcyO/O The DoAp'(P),
K?*k . ‘ U.P, Circle, 4minabad,
j : TLucknow - 226 018,
f v) Addregs for - -d0o- |

Corregpondence

$ -

Jla»»‘4%{‘#k4430~3_ 2. Particulars of Reépondento
(4)41) Neme of Respondent -
. N

O. L

 Union of India, Through .
: S The Secy., Min. of Comn.,
. , , (Deptte. of Posts),New De

P ¢ ii)  Designation - ~do=-"

- iii)  Office Address - -do-
. iv)  Address for - _do-
- Correspondence.

(B) (i) . Neme of Respondent -  The Chief P.M.G., U.P.

,o. 2 o Gircle, Lucknow, °
-ii)  Designation - ~d 0w
iii)  Office Address - ~do-
iv) Address for o - ~do-

correspondence, |
AL IR ™
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- C -t 2 -
(C) (1) Name of Respondent

; C ‘ No. %, : - The Director ccounts,
E | | (Postal), U.P. Circle,

. | Aminabad, Lucknow,

!

j | ii)  Desgignation - =0~

Qﬁ”’ﬂj | iii) Office Address - ~do-

i ~iv)  Address. for

P " Correspondence. - ~do-
.‘:1

!

! Tucknow ; ‘ .

'& \ ' ' ’Z [ 0“29!’11'

: Dated ¢ 22.1.%0:- J 'PJ }

@ _ Signature of Applicant,

A |
|
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OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF ACCOUNTS (POSTAL )
U.P, CIRCLE,LUCKNOW - 226 018

WO. ADMN., I(S)/Disc./HPP/TR. 159 DATED: 21/12/1988

To,

Shri H,P. Pachauri
Junior Accounts Officer,
0/o the D.A.(P), Iucknow

Sub: Petition of Shri H.P. Pachauri,
JAD 0/o the D.,A. (P), ILucknow.

Sir,

In reference to C.D. TLetter No. Vig/M-1/3/87/4 loosge
dated 4.12.88 a copy of the order Wo., 2-48/88-Vig.III dated

' 22.11.,88 (original) from the Member (Personnel) postal

Services Board, Dak Bhawan, New Delhi containing decigion of
Member (P) in petition case of Shri H.P. Pachauri, JAD 0/o
DeA.(P), Tucknow is forwarded herewith for information.

Yours faithfully,

,554,4;
ACCOUNTS OFRICER
AT, I(8)
NO. AIMN,I(S)/BIsC./HPP/ DATED: /12/1988

Copy forwarded tos-

1. The Postmaster General, U.P. Circle, TLucknow with reference
to his No. Vig/M-1/3/87/4 Toose dated 4.12.88, The receipt
of thig office File No. Admn, I(S)/P-III/HPP (Disc), CRs &
Service Book are hereby acknowledged.

2. A.A.0. Admn II for Service Book;

3., PA & D,D. for C.R. Portion.
gog/L_
‘ ) -ACCOUNTS OFFICER
VW""\'CJ Trax Co—la\r a‘““’gf(d ADMN . I(8)
Q_MM ‘
! ‘ ')/1,7,
P\dV. Luoade it (S-LV\C/('\,

TE* ¥ s



No.2-484/88-Vig.III

OVERNMENT OF INDIA
MIN%STRY OF COMMUNIVATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF POSTS.
DATED:
DAK BHAWAN

PARLIAMENT STREET
NEW DELHI,

ORDER

shri.H.P. Pachaori J.A.0% Directbr_(Postal Accounts) Tucknow

has submitted a petition dated 24,7.87 against the orders of
Director of Accounts (Postal) IW dated 10.9.86 imposing the
penalty of withholding of his next increment fortwo years
without cumulative effect and upheld by PMG U P. Circle LW
by order dated 26,3.87.

2.
2.7

\

3

Minor penalty proceediﬁgs were initiated against him on

.86 on the imputation stated below briefly:

"thile working as J.A.0 SBCO LW, he was entrusted with the
work of getting the 1list of silent S.B. Accounts for the
year 198485 prepared., For doing tkig work UDC S$BCO, Tedger
clerk and APM (SB) are only entitled to get honorarium as
per Directorate instructions. J.4.0 ig not entitled to any
The J.A.0 is expected to test check few entries
in each list and this work he ig expected to do during office

honorarium,
hours, The petitioner is alleged to have claimed an honorari
of &, 211,10 by scoring out the name of §/Shri D.K. Srivastave
and Shyamsunder U,D.Cs. and including his name and managed

to draw honorarium although he was not entitled for the said
honorarium." Thus it is alleged he contravened Rule 3 (1)

(i) of CCS (Conduct ) Rules 1964. '

The crux of the problem in this case ig that the petitioner

is not entitled to claim honorarium for the work detailed in the

foregoing para.

He not only drew honorarium but in the brocess

COn'td. e 2/“



deleted the names of two UDCs and inserted his name, although
hig name did not figure originally in the @8 honoraria bills,
The Appellate Authority held that "though the amount is small
the intention of the Appellant is established to be dishonest",
while rejecting the appeal of the petitioner,

4., Besides tracing the history of the case, the petition
brings out that (a) the petitioner attended the work personally
by sitting late'bejound normal duty hours and claimed B, 211.10
towards honorarium and thus this act of the petitioner is not
against the spirit of Directorate‘'s instructions; (b) that the

said punighment affects @ his pension and promotion; (c) that

AD ICO(S8B) was informed of the exigencies of work and hig
permigsion sought to allow the petitioner to do the work on
honorarium basis; (d) that the Appellate Authority had not

applied its mind properly; (e) that breach of a rule made by
_ the department is merely an irregularity and not an 'illegality

or 'misconduct' and finally prays for setting aside the
appellate order,

5. None of the contentions raised by the petitioner is
tenable. From the records it is seen that instead of pursuing
action againgt the UDCs who refuse to do the work, he, on his
own accord, performed the said work for getting honorarium --
an unintended benefit -~ which is irrregular. Thus, reporting
to A0 ICO (SB) regardingiexigencies of work cannot hold good,
Apart from this the petitioner has chosen to forget an important
aspect of the cage i.e. substituting his name in the place of
Ul s, when originally he had not shown his name at all in the
honorarium bills. This action on the part of the petitioner
is highly undesirable. Records indicate that the Appellate

- Authority had come to a decision only after taking into account
_ the facts and ccircumstances of the case as the Appellant is

order itself states that "...... the intention of the Appellant
is established to be dishonest.." Thus, it is seen that the

Contdee e’/



petipioner has attempted to derive an unitended benifit and
j contesting whether breach of a rule is an 'illegality' or
| Imisconduct! or not Qniy ampunts to side-tracking the issue.
While the penalty does not affect the amount of pension, his

N
promotion whould be considered after currency of puiishment,

as per prescribed procedure, Thus there is no ground to

()J~nﬁ |  iritercede on behalf of the petitioner,
to be rejected. |

The petition desgerves

6. In exercige of powers conferred under Rule 29 .of CCs (cca)

Rules, 1965, I reject the petition.

| ' | o S/
-~ | S - ( KAILASH PRAKASH )
" R © MEMBER (PERSONNEL) POSTAL SERVICE:

Shri H.P. Pachori, ,
' Jdr. Accownts Officers,

G %D, A.P.

% Lucknow,

,7“4 ’ |
Vw‘f‘\&d e Copy Alleg Re ol
| . Le asanr
. ' : ; :
x\ ; . R. (l/': DIW(IJ[' g
\/‘ f‘ | o o ndy, :
l ‘ S High Ceurt [ERONY EIVE S &o_’hv (Xr\ .

—



ACCOUNTS (POSTAL)

. ;B0 TOR OF 8.
OFFICE 0% %HEGQ%ELE L UEKNOu: 226 012

i :
| P pt. 11/6/81
! Disc/ D=2
m.1.(8)/2-111/
5. AT T { |
10,
N { H,p. Pachaurls
| . §§?1ggeimnts Qfficer,
Q‘Q Dol Pl

U.P. Circle,
TUCKNOW: 226 018.

the order of stoiapage of next increment

: Appeal against ‘ _ :
SUP %%g % yegrs without cumulative effect.

~0= 0-0+0-

Please find herewith the copy appellate order received

vide with P.M.G.'s Memo No. VIG/M-1/3/87/4 dated 26/3/87 for
information. The some may pleasé be acknowledged in duplicate

! for onwards submission td’P.M'G., U.P. Circle, Tucknow.

= ASSTT. C HIEF ACCOUNTS OFFIC
ADIN, T, (SECRET)

, \/w"fm;{ Tre Copoy Aleafedt
» V A I @_/V.f&o\/azw
' j{ % giwari/

LS o ’ 7

| Adv.
; ' High Court , L wed< vared Ben ela »




GOVT OF INDIA
DEPTT. OF POSTS

 OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL U.P., CIRCLE,LUCKNOW.

Memo ‘No. VIG/M=1/3/87/4 . Dt at Lw-226001, the 26-3-87.

This is an appeal dated 29.9.86 preferred by Shri
H.P. Pachauri, J.A.0. 0/0 Director of Accounts(Postal) Lucknow
against withholding of next increment for 2 years without
cunulative, effect awarded by Director of Accounts(Postal) vide
memo no. AdmniI{s)/P-III/HPP dt 10,9.86. |

The case in brief is that the appellant was proceeded
‘against under Rule 16 of CCS(CCA) Rules 1965 vide Director of '
Accounts(Postal)Memo No. Admn-I(S) /P-III/HPP/AOTR 39 dated

2.7.86 for the following'lapses 5-

While working as Jr. Accounta officer ssco Lucknow
PPO Lucknow, appellant was entructed with the task of getting the

1ist of silent SB accounts for the year 1984-85 pIEpared.

As per D .P&T letter no. 1-34/75-53 dated 1.2.77,

SBCO and SB branch is entitled to9&Y honorarium for completing

' the WOrk of treating 8B A/c= as silent A/ce. and preparation of

| 1ist of silent accounts, The UDC SBCO, ledger clerk and APM (SB)
| : _ ‘ .
' will be paid honourarium at the prescribed rates. The Incharge

LSBCO who ie recouired to test check few entries in each list and
\SlgE)at the bottom of each pace of the list will not be paid any

honorarium as he 1s supposed to do thie work during duty hours,

Being the Inchare of SBCO Lucknow GPO appellant was
fully aware of the ruling, that is why he distributed the amount
of work to be done amongst the UDCs who wers entitled for hono-

rarium, Apnéllant d1d not mention his name at initial stage in
+he honourarium bills and n ﬂoll but lateron he scored out on
?8.12 84 the names of shri D.K. srivaatava U D.C. and chri shyam <

sunder U.D.C in the honorarium bill and managd to draw the hono-

.00002...



rarium for Re. 211,10 ageinst his namé on 2¢.12.84, In this

wéyt'éppéllant has élaimed the amount of honorarium in an

irréqlar @ay forvahibh he wae not entitled, By claiming

honorarium when not entitled and by'overwrttng in honorafia

bills in the manner Eited above, the appellant is alleed to

have violated Rule 3(1) of ¢CS (cConduct) Rules 1954,

e Diréctor of accounts(Postal) Lucknow the

Lo~

81 sciplinaryauthority, considered the defence representation

_détéd 14.8.,86 of the appellant and imposed the penaltv appealed

against,

T havéd gone through the cace. Though the amount i=s

émall;'Yet the intention of the appellant is éstablished to
béﬂdishonest. Under the circumstances thereis no sc0pé for
reducingrthe punishment awarded.

The apreal is !therefore rejected.
! |
| o
| 54/~ ?
o (- S.P. Rai)
f postmaster Genmeral U.p.
| ; Ciicle} Lucknow.M
! N
\/L@‘f\‘e'oe, Trrax Ce—1z>>¢ <Al ealenl

@, fLLJRAA‘

T~
ey 7
J\L (-'?’}m Dlwari /
' I dV.

- High Court | Lveds vt Bemeka,



OFF IC& OF THE DIRECTOR OF ACCOUNLS (POSIAL), IUCKNOW - 226018

No . admn, I(8)/P-ILI/HpP/

MEMORENDUM

ﬁ’t@

vated/10.9.86.

Siri H,P, Pachauri, Junior Accounts Oi‘ficer; Office of
the Director of A-ccounts {Postal), Ilucknow was charge-sheeted u
under mle 16 of C,C,S,(CCR) Rules, 1965 vide Memo of even No.

dated 2,7.86.

The statement of imputations of misconduct or
misbehaviour against the said official was as follows

*
-

"while working as Jr. Accounts Officer, $,B,C.0, Lucknow

G.P.0. lucknow, Shri h.P. Pachauri, Junior Accounts Officer,

was entrusted with the task of getting the list of silent S,B.
accounts for the year 1984-85 prepared, .

As per D,.G, v&l letter No, 1-34/75-SB dated 1,2,77
SBCO and SB branch will gét honorarium for completing the work

of treating S.B, A/cs. a8 silent 2/Cs, and preparation of list

of list of silent accounts,

The UeDoCo $.B.C.0.,

iwedger Clerk

and A.P.M. {SB) will e paid nonorarium at the prescribed rates,

The incharge 5800 wihp 1s reguired to trsgy check few entries

in each list and sign at theé bottom of eacn page of tne list
will not be paid any honorarium as i€ is supposed to do tuis -
work during duty hours,

Bing the Incharge of SHCO lucknow G.B.0., Shri H.P,
Pachauri, Jr. Accounts Officer was ftully awar of tne rulings,

‘that is why he distributed the amount of work to ke done amongst

the U.D.,Cs, Who were entitled for honorarium, ©Shri Pachauri did

not mention his name at initial stage in the Honorarium Bills

A Rolls, kut later on he scored out on 28,12,84 tné names of

Shri D.X. Srivastava, UDC snd Shri Shyam Sunder, URC in the

honorarium Bill and managed to draw the -honorarium for

Rs, 211.10 against his name on 29.12.84.

In this way,

Shri

Pachauri, has claimed the amount of honorarium in an irregular ws

way for which ne was not entitled,
not entitled

manner cited
Rule 3{i) ot

and oy over-writing

alove,

tne ofricial

By claiming honoraria wnen

in honoraria bills, in the

is alleged to have violated
CCS(Conduct ) rRule 1964 .M

‘he ofiicial was asked to suomit his representation

within a pericd of 10 days, tailing wnic.. it woudd be presumed

tnat he had no representacion to méke and orucrs will pe liable

to ke passed against him exparte,

o e ®9 @0 o 2..0
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The official vide his application dated 11,7,86 requested
for certain documents,

It was thereafter intimasted to him which of these documents
would be admissible vice this ofiice. letter of even number dated
808.86.

Sibssquently Ghe oi:iicial summitted nis representation date
14.8.86 wncu has Leen eXamined wy me in detail witn respect to
the otner reco rds and documents avaldiablie in the ca.sa,

The first charge agsinst the oificial relates to nis claim-
ing honoraira &s J.A,0, SBXO lucknow GPO wien tne same was not
admissible to him,

On going through the represengation of tne otficial I
find that despite the lengthy discussion mede by him on the charge

sneet he has no where refuted the validity of the charge,

The second charge ageginst tne official relates to his
O:‘Jerwﬁtil’lg on the honoraria bill and & Roll on 28,12,.88.

In this connection the statement of the official dated
15.3.85 availasble in v:cord is vitad, The oi;ficial has stated
tnere in that he encircled tne name of Snri A,K. Srivastava, UDC
on 28.12,84 on the A Roll as well &s on the Bill, 'bBe nas stated
that botn tne correéctions were made before tne sanction of the ho =

noraria in guestion,

By so stating shri pachauri has clea L.L_y’ admlti:‘-*d the
second charge in the statemént of imputaticns against nim, On
examinacion of the ronoraria bill I tind t:hat the same has bzen -
checked and veritied by the a.p .Ivl.-QAdminl-stratloﬁ) on 27,12,84 &
also by the oitficial himself on tne. same date, Therefore the
overivriting on the bill has been mads after-the same was checked
and verified by the A,P.M. conceérned and the official himself,

I do not agree with the piea of the olftiicial that sucn
overwriting would nave been due to over vwork or the matter having
keen dealt witn in a hurry, | |

He nas furt.er stated tnat tne same correctioms have Dbéen

the P.,T.a, Bill, & Roll and 0,.T.,&, regisger, all of

made in
Further he

which could not nave keen manipulated by the J.2.0.

es e s e 3...



has taken the plea that no ;compiaint- has been recegived from the
Postnaste r, DL.P.5, €tc, in the matter, In this conmection the

ftomer point raised by the official concemed is not relevant to
the charge levelled again'st bim &nd tbe latter point is not factu-

ally correct,

I thus hold that Shri pPachsuri claimed the honorarias

in "an irrégular way lor which he was not entitled and also indulge

in overwriting in Honorsris Bill in the manner stated-above, thus
violating Rale 3 {i) of C.C,S, {Conduct) Rules 1964, Iowever,

taking a very lenient view in the matter despite the charges bein
g Yy . P g g

fully proveéd against him, and the gravity of the same [ hereby
order tie stoppage of his next increment for two .years without
comu lative effect,
Sd/ - :
{Raghav lal )
Director Accounts {postalj},
lucknow,

Copy to 1=

1, &wri H,p, Pechauri, Jr. Accounts Officer Qftice of the

Director of Accounts: (Postal), lucknow, ‘
2, Accounts Qificer (B dmn.i.t}. )
3. P.F, of the orficial concermed,
4, G.R, of the oriicial concermmed,
5. Office copy.

Vel ek Ton COT°Y lleslest
- - V“t’ »
je. (7_/. T iwart

: adv.
Bigh Courr L ~ed< v Beneld,
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THe CenTraL ADMINISTRfE TRI1
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BUALy CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKNOU-

1980

pated

RESPONDENTS

' apPLICATION U/s 13 OF CAT, ACT 1985.

1 N b E X

| ( compilation No. - 2 )

ENquiry report di

-ion of pocuments

rt dto 1e 120 1984

t dt. 29012084

letter dt. 26.2.86

=

— af},letter dto 102077

S 2045485

punishmgnt Memo il
1 respect of

ghri gadlu Ram, Bi. -
. 1 clerk
dated pugust - 85y T
copy of Charge;;ﬁ;g§ dt. 2.7,86
Application for peruggl;of records
copy of memo alleowing pergéal
of records by the pisc. aufhority.
yritten representation
punishment Memq @t. 10.9.86
Appeal dated 29;9.86

appellate order dt. 26.3.87

SeNGo Descript

7o cony of Repc
8. Copy of Repor
9, gxtfact'of Dot
0.  gxtract of p.G.
11. ‘

12.

13

14e

15.

16. copy of

17.  copy of

18.  Ccopy of

19. gopy of

20. copy of

Revieuw Potiticn dt. 24.7.87

AnNexure NO.

A- 10
A- 11
"
A- 13
&= 14

vpages
o\—- 2
3- -

Li,’ e

7

- 1
IR
6 - 19
20 - |
2% - -
22 - 29
DO - 29
3y . a9
28 - 139
Lbo- 43
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2% copy of Impugned Revieuiorde

dated Z1.11.88/21.12.89/ L4t - 48
22, Copy of pdverse entrieszrecorded
for the year 1983-84 dt. 2.7.86. - A- 16 49- so
23. Representation against ﬁhg adverse
entries for the year 1983-84. | a-17 Si- S3
24, copy of pffice order No.§62 v v
| | ‘ - S€
dated 7.1.88. | A-18 $4
25, Copy of pffice order Noﬁ a9
dated 1s.6. 83. . A= 19 56 -
26. copy of @ffice order No.! 384
dated 3.11.89 o | p-20 Y -

fuckiow 3 ;A‘JLAAAl PaL <y 0 ;

pated = : 22 1. \)Y\O0- E ' gignature of ppplicant

FOR_USE IN TRIBUNAL'S OFFICE

pate of Filing
or |

[}a_te of Receipt_:,by pqst. ,

Registration No. E

gignature
| : for Registrar.,



i 9

~ ’ £ :
b

Froms

"ﬁgaii
Before the Central Adminstrative Tribunal at Allahabad

Sitting at Lucknow;

H.P.Pacgauri , . .;.Petitionqr.

- Versus,

_Union of India and others. ..... Opposite partiexy

INDIAN POSTS AND TELEGRAPNS DEPARTMENT,

- .. .

JUNIOR ACCOUNT OFFICER
SeBiC.00 LUCKNOWeGoP+ 00

1ot - L
' THE ACCOUNT OFFICER’
I. CQQQS-QBO LKO,REGION
- LUCGKNOW, - T
SeB.Ce0s/SILENT A/Cs 84-85/B4=85 LKO  1.12.84

PREPARATION ;OF -LISTS OF SeBeSILENT A/Cs FOR THE YEAR
198485 OF LUCKNOW G,P.O.

- ~ N . A

REFER;= YOUR IRS,MY ORDERS FROM MY ORDER BOOK AND MY

PREVISIOUS CORRESPONDENCE ON THE ABOVE SUBJECT,
‘ . .

e

I? IS BEING REQUESTED TO YOUR GENTLITY AND
PROTOUND RESOECT THAT INSPITE OF MY BEST EFFORT OF S.Be
SILENT ACCOUNTS OF THE YEAR 1984-85., SHRI A.K.SRIVASTa

VA AND SHRI SHYAM SUNDER UDCS OF S.B.C.0.LUCKNOW GoPsO’

" HAVE NOT BEEN PRERARING THE ABOVE CITED LIST AND THEIR

ATTITUDE IS NGLIGIBLE AND ANY HOPE FROM THEN IS MERE

DEQEIPTS; T
SHRI NoK.KAUSHIK aND SHRI R. C.VERMA +SHRIRAM ANC
SHRI D,K.SHRIVASTAVA HAVESTARTEDTHEIR WORKS ON DUE DATE
THEY WOULD BE ENTITLED TO HONORARIUM FOR THEIR WHOLE
WORK THOUGH THEY V¥ BE HELPED BM ME BREPARATION OF
LISTS OF THE ACCOUNTS WITHOUT ANY OBJECTION FROM ME.

- P — - . - s e . o~

ceee



y\l

SHRI A.K.SRIVASTAVA AND SHRI SHYAMSUNDER UDCS
ARE NOT TAKING ANY INTEREST IN THE WORK aND IT APPEARS
THAT THE WORK AND IT APPEARS THAT THE WORK ALLOTTED TO
THEM MAY REMAIN chomLErr‘s AFTER THE PERIOD OP 21MONTHS
THOUGH WORKS ORDERS WERE MARﬁ"LAST'YEaR'iN;lgéza

AND NO UDC &PA IS READY TO ooﬂéz&,"mg WORK OF
ABOVE oFFiCIALs”Too:i HAVE "STARTED THE ABOVE REMVED
WORK or"nxsTI&é THE Rarss‘éﬁ*ﬂouoéahiF ARE SAME TO THE
OFFICIALS OF ALL STATUS AND GRADES®AND NO FINANGIAL LOS
WOULD OCCUR ‘TO DEPARTMENT IF REMINISCENT WORK IS
COMPLED BY ME UP10°31.12,84 aS"IT IF WERE DONE BY ANY

= e

UDC'OR PAs ° "7 -

-

R G

S E‘I;E'HGNQRARIUM FOR THE WORK DONE OR TO BE DONE
WOULD BECI..AIME’DA‘I‘ ‘th‘Dé”ﬁAT"m BYME. 1F YOU HAVE ANY
OBJECTIONZKINDEY INTIHATE’ ALPERNATIVE "ARRANGEMENTS S0
THAT "LISTS MAY BE 'comini:m‘bﬁm"gige DECEMBER, 1964,

- . - . - - L. N -
. I e e e -~ b a R -~ ~

SG/=H.P+PACHAURI
o 1.12,84
JUNIOR ACCOUNT OFFICER
: . : SQBiC’OQ, LUCKNQ‘@’GQPCOQ‘
“TRUE COPY - -
Attested '

Junior d/C.cfficer,
C/o D.2A.,P. Lucknows
. 24.7487%

"oooc'_o"
Uwﬁ\td’ Y S alleslof .

— AT
R. Uo7y,

) Adyv,
ngh Court Luekwad Bench .
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Before the Central Admihistrative Tribunal at Allahabad:

Sitting at Lucknow."

propaChauri : | ‘ i e .P’etitioner.
~Versuss

- Union of India and others +esOpposite parties

aaaszh;;aikﬁuQQ
INDIAN POSTS AND TELEGRAPH: DEPARTMENT

JORNEEER

From:  runior account “officer”
S.BeCs0,Lucknow-G,P.Os
To, S T l
The account Officer

I4CsO6,S«B.LKO |

Lko, - 2| 29.¥12.84

SBCO/silent A/C/84-85

' Preparation x claim of Lesto of Silent
A/Cs of LKO GPO. for the year 1984.85

.“ uuuuuu x - o« eviamEn

The following officials have failed to
prepare them allotted quota of list of silent
Accounts upto 15,7.1984,

1-0 Shri A.KO Srivastava:oU‘o.D. CeSeB.C QO.LKO

2, Shri Shyam Sunder ,U.D.C.,&.B.5:0 LKO

hence the list of the above cited officials
to comply the work.JsA.O.self have prepared these list
and claimed due honoriiana at the rates fixed to U.D,Css
by Directorate ,mere lists are prepared out of duty-
honours by the under signeds '

Sd/= flligible
- 29.12.84
Junior Account .Officer,(

S.B.C.O.LuCknow.G.E.O.
Copy tose
D.P$.LKO for informatione
. sa/-

Junior Account Officer,

Vorl fret. dvman C&-ﬁ)« allealit . -S¢B+C+0+LUCKNOWsGoFaO6

. R

(W)

A4,

-

@ AN " ee0ecee
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Blgh Coum L—wc,(QW (’QC-”')&Q.,
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKNOU,

*

1990

DATED 3

In re.

H.P. Pachauri ..., " wssee  MPPLICANT
verss, o
Uﬁiﬂn of India & cher«s X e R&@ONDENTS

EX%TOFPE&BQ {¢) OF PG»L‘ALMANUALOF SBCO, PAIRING, &
L0 PROC&WRES T0 BE RBAD BNIC'&H LeGo PQSI‘S AEITER NO» 1. 2/86-88

DATED 26,8,1986,

"(4) Wien 2CLION 4 . ss e e e 0+ s s e e s s 0 s 00 s e
S 4 4 o v s 0 6 s e s s 8 s s v a..q The official incharge
o of the SECO will test check few entries and sign at the bottom of
7* each page of the 1istS o 4 ¢« ¢ ¢ v 2 0 ¢ 60 00 0 ¢4 s 0 o = o
The Official incharge SBCO will be held responsible for timely
preparation of lists of silent accounts and will fecord the follow
ing certificates , « + « » « » o under his dated signature,®

» 0 lp L4 t
VM/\""\LvQ, 7 reant Cosg@ OJ\C&L-;(
'@V?Te_m~
-____/
\f,‘ R_ (V_ U(Wurl 7

Adv. L
Bigh Court_ L wadnmns foem
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IN HE GENTRAL mmxsmi\m TRIMML, GIRCU LT BENGH, - HICKNOW,

| . Q&* e 4’ -,~

— -0f 1990

Versus,

U‘nﬁon of India &@thefs .' '.num - po . _ . vl REMTS. '

*ihe mmtml organzsatioa is mquiﬁed to o’ gone ‘additional

- of the silent mz;:@qmta Jists and doing other connected
work the staff of the c’enﬁmil orgenisstion and Savings Bank
bmnch is entitled to the! a‘f@liowing r:ates of henorar:wm w.e f.

Cawssew XTI X ; o nﬁm»on »de »

This extract ‘is as| per srzm mm»mm OF s.a.cz,o,, PAIRING,

;»R.c. EOURES,

| » B 8RR

Velfredt, T Copmy Slealest

/@V, /eNMA-
et
78. (V. Uiiwart' 7
L Adv.

High Cofun/ L teed <At BHem S .

tk of periodical nature jon regular baSis ...sssssess FOT prepas



compliance :xeport was sent te A.0. on 29.12.84,

ANNEX CRE-§
NQUIRY REPORT :

The cass relatesto allaged irregular cleim
af hunerarium bf Shri H.P.Pachauri JAD SBCO Lucknowe
GeP.U, As desired by BPS, 1 made enquiries in to the
fucts as reported by the AD (ICD)SB Lucknow Regign
vids hie lstter ne. ICO/SB/Miac/Lw.GP0/85 dt,1¢2,05
A perusel aof record of SBCO shows that Shri H,P,Paghaypi

"JAQ noted an order bosk Ne. 139 dt.25.9.84 regarding

prenaratien ef list ef silent acceuntsfor the year
19u4-85. Those erders were signed by $/S D.K.Srivastay
Sri Ram, NeK.Kauahik @nd R.CeVerma U.DC8 SBCO Luckriow
GeP. 0. Shri Pachauri further ncted orders on 15,110,684
far completien ef the worke On 1 -12,84 JAQ SBCQ 1nfarmad*\{
to A.O0. (ICO)(SB) Lucknow that $hei AeKeSrivastava — ~

was not doing the werke. The A.0.ICD(SB) Lucknew ordered tw{
“tomplets _the work by 3. 12.84, @ worl

w completad and‘ﬁ

Um examination ef list af silent acceunts
for the ysar 1984.,85 it is found that the list=

O e

| m_&m.umw.
Nans_ef effice Ne,of Acgounts
AP Sakha ' 230
Chinhat . 1653
Gesainganj 1393
Sant Markst 2
Lucknow HeB, 1774
- LucknownPaxt 1 1028
LucknoewnPart 11 ' 809
National Herald 581
Ameshi 212
B.Hatel 39‘
CeBelinas - 453
‘Chendganj : 135
Darulsafa 99
Military Hespital 114
Shee Lines 214 -
Canal Celony . 501
' 9002

{2) Shri R.CoVerma U, D.C,

Aliganj 38 -
(3) Shri SeK,Gupta LDC

Lalkagh 536
Gekhle Harg ‘ JBé

'{4) Shxi Sri Raem UDC

Dilkusha 2637 f
D.S.Bazar ABU :
Kurhrawan 472 !
RBLines 316

3905




L e .

\& )

x () Shri Q.K;S£i!gn§5¥a UpeC
| Bekshi Ka Talahp

Clarks Awagh ig

khazipur 319

HeRole 223
Itaunja 1346

Mghanagar 1317

M:N.Colany 448

Mehanlalganj 1116

Nigehan 405

Naegram 407

_ . Niel lines 567

;\ Nishatganj 45
el . T.K.Bazar, 167
, UoFoG.CamP 65
| 2210

Far the aforeaaid work the honorarium has beep

claimad by the follcwings efficials to the exteant
noted against aach,.

Neme ef of ficial Naewf Accaounts

Anount
claimed a8 per
> ‘,%uy-R“t».V%qu&}Uouﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁiil—
AP Sabha 230
_ Aligan] 38
~ Chinhat 1053 2114 122-13 :
‘ 5\ Gesainganji393 ‘
> |
. ZQShri NQKIK.UShik jRC_
. - Lalkagh 532
2 Gekhla Maxgdt .
Sant Mkt. 1 > 2698 121 w4t
Lkm.H Qe 77‘ -
T (3% Shri Sri Ram U.D.C.
Diikusha 2637
DebeBazar 480
Kumiirawan 472 _ ‘
RBLihes . 316 3905 | 1759-72
TN 3905 -

0ffice ahawn Bill submitterd
op pege—2 abave 6510 separately end

/ . senctioned ry Rele

/

~ g;) Shri He.P.Pachauri JAQD

MO pParxt 1 1028
0 part 11 809
National Hld. 581
Amethl 212
BeHatel 394
CeEolines 453
Cotiatel . .. 153,

aspital 114 401 241-10




Shri HePePachauyri JAQ prepared Hunurdrium bill
on 2le12.84, There are corrsctiensin tne bille The
nanss af S/Shri DeK.Srivastava ,A,K.Srivastava and
Styam Sunder have been scarsd aut in tie bills weant .
fsg account brench. In the bill kept as e fice cepy in the
2dmintstrative branch the names of Shri AsK.,Srivastav
‘& Shyam Sunder have been scored. The name ef Shri D.Ke
'Spivestay is still in the bill bni, neither any amount
ha8 been shewn ner it has been sanctioned $he name of
Shxi HHePePachauri JAD has been added at 51,5 of bill
JAQ being X/c ef SBCO checked and verified the bill an
' 27412.84 undexr hia dated signature. lien., bill was
‘ © pergenally brought to Administrative bronch ef Lucknow
‘GP0e Sri Rawendra Kumar Pal PA Admn.brénch chuecked it
. @and put up to APM(Admn.) Shri S,N.Sinha whu signed it
'bj/\@n 27412484 far checking and verifiing the bille The bill
7 “was further signed by Shri L.C.Sinha DyePeM.(G)LweGeP,0¢
an 28,12.84 and it was finally sanctioned on 28,12.84
under the signatures of Shri S.5.Chablani Postmaster
Liucknow GePoeOe

A Rell relating to tre bill was also prepared by
Stxd HePoPachauri JAD. On the A Roll the particulars ef
PH's sanction have net been noeteds. The name of Sri A.K.
Srivastav was first written at 8l.4 of tre A Rell with
» the amount of R.211=-10, Which has been scored sut and
rnams of Shri He.P,Pachauri has been added with the same
emount i.8.M5211-10. After sanction the bills from the
Admne branch the bill was brought to acceunt branch, Jhri
~fBadlec Rem Bill Clerk Account branch signed the bill &
é}ﬁail. A7ter further checking the Bame by Shri R.N.Pandey
APM !A/c) it was authorised for payment by Shri ReKeNigam
ﬁyiP.M.(A/C) SHBeN®.182 dt, 28012.Bx was written by
Shei ReNyDwivedi Bizle paid clerk Lucknow G.P,0, Whe -
» 8%tated that the bill end A Roll wiaipersonally brought by
»  Shpi HePePachaurl JAD on 2B8,12.84, Shri NeK.Kaushik UDC
#nd Shri Sri Ram took their payment on 28,12,84 end Shri
Peghauri received payment on 29,12.84 while Shri ReC.Verma
- ‘7/ﬂﬁG geceived payment en 15.1.,85 on SB No.128 dt.14,1.85,

In this case there are following two peints for enquiry=-

(1) Iffegulax claims of Honorarium by Sri Pachauri JAO,
(2) Unautherised correction in A Rell & Bills

S The statement of 8ll concerned were recerded except
£¥§,ngknow“G.P.O. & Sri Ram UDC, whege examination was
not vi-f Tor the case,

Shri HePsPachauri in his w/8 dt.21,2,85 end 15,3.85
statcd that he nepped S/Shri R.C.Verma and N.K.Kaushik
UDC in preparation of list of 2676 and 1774 accounts
respectively. He had infermed tihe AQ ICO(SB)iLwethat
Sri A.K.Srivastav was not prepuring the list of silent
accaunts, He addéd that the claim of Shri D.K.Srivastav
teor 5510 sccounts wés above Re250/- and as such his
name wacs #ncluded in the bille. According to Shri Pachauri
the cerrection of nemes in bill a&s well as in A Roll
wdé made by him before eanction on 28,12,84, He did not
TeEMEMBET whiether or net he had attendsd the Administration
4 brareh and Account branch perscnally fer getting the
“neciful. _ ' :
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 Ghri SeKeGupta LDC in his w/s dt, 21.2.85 stated
thed he had helped Shri N.K.Kaushik UDC in preparatian
of lists of 386 a/c ef Gokhls Marg and 536 accounts af
Lalbagh P,0. and he had ne objectiun en payment ef ita
henexetium to Shri NeK.Kaushike

. $hri DeKeSrivastava UDC in his w/s ef 21,2.85 stated
- 4hat Sri He.P.Pachsuri JAD desired that lists prepared by
him may be adjusted in the name of S/Shri N.K.Kauahik
ReCeVerma & A.K.Srivastava se that the a@muunt of each
" iadivisual may not exceed the limit of R.250/=. He further
added that Shri Pachauri wanted that the a@amount ef his
claim iea.f. 293,95 may be adjusted with sther UDC Shri
Shyam Sunder to which he did not ayrce. lle has fucther
- mentionsd that due to his accident during DSep.B84 he was
/unable to ptepare the list neat and clean for which he

" tsek help of his father to make foir copy, The listswere

prepaxed by his futher whe ic @ retired employes of tie
deptts The totals, Summory and consolidatien work was
done by Shri DeK.Srivestuva UDC in his own handwritinge

Shri Shyam Sunder UDC stated in hies statement dt.21,2,83
that Shri H.P.Pachauri JAD allotted him binders pertuining
to Lucknuw GeP.O.binder Nuel to 76 @nd HAL S.0. a3 per
erder book remarks dt.25.9.84. s further stated that

+ Shri Pacheuri JAD, after two days of making erders desired
that he wovkeld himself prepere the list as he was in need
ef moneye. e further added that the list were preparsd by

1§hri Pachauri and Shri Pachauri told him to take the paye

“fment of honorsrium and transfer the amount to him(Shri ‘

‘Pgchauri) to which he (Shri 5hyam Sunder)did not agree as
flo work wa@s done by hime ‘

hri Ansnd Kumar Srivastava UDC in his statement dt,
o «1¢2.85 and 15.3,85 atated that he was allotted binder
¥ Rsei6 to onwards of Lucknow GePeOe,UsP.Governers Camp
and Clarks Avadh S.0. He also stoted that Shri Pachauri
JAD dssired to prepare the list himself a8 hs waa in need
‘“T/\7/§f moneye. He stated that A Rell wos brought in SBCO en
¢ 28612484 and Shri Pachauri adviscd him to sign en the A
'~ R#&ll énd transfer the amount to him fer which he (Shri
AsKeBsivastcva) objectadm dwe a8 the lists fer which
KéfneFssiym was drawn, were not preparsd by hime. He further
-8t ated tnet his name in the A Roll was incircled by Shri
Pacrauri en 29.12.84 in his presence and he has ‘g knowledge
4« dbgut the cerrectien in HeneBills, On_being questioned
"Shri A.KeSrivastagva stated that Shri Pachauri did net
%11 Fim for teking payment eon 28,12,04,

Shri NeKeKaushik LDC in tis w/8 dt.18,3,85 stated

. that during 1.5.84 te 1,1,85 he was working as UDC &nd he
received payment fTer preparing list of 536 a/c ef Lalbagh
386 a’/c of Gaekhle Mary,2 a/c eof Sant Market, and 1774 aﬂc
ef Lucknow GePefle' The lists af Lalbagh and Gakhle Marg
were prepsred by Shri S.K.Gupta LDC and summeary was
propared by JAO. He added that he helped buth the officials
in sgoaxating the ledger cards of §ilent accounta and
gittation to both the officials, Regarding payment he
&¥agud that Shri Pachuuri informed him te take payment,
He €6uld not See on the dack side of A Roll.and has no

./} kndwlédge abouwt corregtion ef neme of Shri A.K.Srivastav

oin A fialle '
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e « . Shri ReCeVerma UDC in h:s w/s dt. 19,3,85 stated that

D he had received paymnent ef tenorarium on 15.1,85 for prepa-

-« ratian of lists ef %8 &/c ef Aliganj,230 a/c af A.P,Sabha,
1053 a/c ef Chinhat efd 139 8/c of Gesainganj P, U, He
proparvd the list ¢? 38 a/c ef Aliganj in his writing end
teets lists were fwppared by Shri Pechauri JAQO., He alspg

- afdded that he separated leduer cards ef silent acceunts

and dictatcd it te Shri Pachauri in preparation ef the lists,
He further told that he was on leave from 23.12.,84 tu 30.12.84
and as such he ceuld not reaceive payment en 28,12,84,

Shri Ramsndré Kumar Pal P.A. Admn. branch in nis w/s
dt, 1.35.85 statsu that there was already cwerrectioen in Hunte |
bilis and it was duly attested by the JAD SBCO when it was
recsived by him fer sanction. He furtner teold that he had
completcd the fcrmalaty for sanction ef the bill ths same
ey day i.e., 28.12.64, He stated thnot he had ne knewledge whether
7 iuwdYanum can be sanctiencd and paid “o JAD er nete

Shri Badloo Ram Bill Clerk Account branch in his w/a
dte 14,3,85 statled that the bill & A Rell was received by
him and there weére already corrections in bill & A Rell
‘He further addes that he signed the A Raell & bill &and ne
knewledge a8 to who had broeught thaese Lills & A Rells,

Shri ReNePaniey APM A/c in his w/% dt. 2.4,85 stated
- that ha had clecksd A Rell & biliton i8,12,84 and he did
net #mewiedged- rsmember wnetner there wds correctien in

the names in A Holls & Bills or net,

~ Shri ReKeNigam DysPeHoA/c in his w's dt.4.4.85 stated
/i\ that he did net xensabsr about the correctiane

Shri ReNefwivesdi bill paid clerk in his w/a dt. 14.3,65
#tuted that thers was already correctien in bill & A Roll
-y 8nd these A Rell & riil were brought te him by Shri HeP.
hedl Pashaur i JAU.

SHEE GeN.Sinha APM (Admne) in his w/s dt.4.4,85 stateu
- 7V " $h&t ({an.bil.) was persenally brought befure him by Shri
Voo _HaePePéchaurd or swme ether efficiesl ef SBCO and as foxr -
8% his xnowledys thare wa: no corrsction in the bill when
e sigred the Sams,

) Sh,],‘i L.C‘Sinh. DyoP.Mh (G) LN.GDP.UO & SUPdt.C.S.D.
Lucknaw in his comments du, 14,5.85 stated that the bills

KN under yeference when cume tec him did naot bear the name
N of Shri HePePachauri JAQ.
- |
| o ' As oer rule in the subject enly UDC SBCO ledger clerk

and APM{SEH) arc €ntitled for honorarium faor preparotion
and checking of 9 silent list Shri He.P.Pachauri JAD was
fu@ly“aware of the facts, that is why e distributed the ama-
it of worty dune hy him amongat the UDC, who weze entitled
T6F Honcrariume It is clear frum the Hen.bills & A Rells
£hat Sri Pachauri éif net .mentien his name st intial stage
A sR@se documents. 8 reperted on 1.,12,84 to Accounts
Gffiger JCO(SB) #bout noun attending the seid werk by Shrix
ﬁ&&g%;ﬁﬁivuﬁtﬁva UNC wisn allotted the work of preparatien of
iiet af Lucknew GPO, UF: Camp and Clarks Avadh, Later on
+he work «f UPG Camp and ClarksAvadh Sas waa completed by
" Shri DeK.Grivactavae and work of Lucknow GPO by Shri Pachauri
4 himgelf. Jt wat fact the* Shri A.K.Srivastava did
~te_prepare the 1ist but .nclusien ef his-name in the
Henararium bil.s es wsll as in the A RolIs tEX1s sgme things
s woong and showfiethat Shri Pacheuri was in knowledge that

GR Vel Ty b
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the cleim ef Shri DeK.Srivestave will be merses then the
sépectien limit of P,M.LweG.P.0. @&nd woeuld be able tao
pursudde 3hri DeKe.Srivastava to ferego scme work of his
shére in the interests ef Shri Shysm Sunder sethat the
claim of 8ll the officisls may be sanctiensd at local
level ie by PeM. 8nd for this very purpese he mentisnesd
the rame of Shri De.K.Srivastave and Shri Shysm Sunder
UDC in the Henararium billewitheut muntioning thu number
ef accounta. But wien he could not succees in his aim,
ha scored eut the names of botnh the ufficials., S/Shri
Ka&ushik & ReCoVerma UDC have atatud that Shri Pachauri
welped him in.preparation ef lists, far which thay ad
separcted the ledger card,gnd dictated the aame to
Pachauri, Their visions @re not reliable. They hava

. stated 80 anly to save their S as they have rsceived

L4r5ﬂi payment of remuneration for the work which they have

not dpne.Prom the stetoments of all cencerned as well

as from the relevant documsnts, it is proved that Shri
Pacheuri has claimed the a8mount of honorarium in an
if¥sgular way., It ie also proved that he got henerarium
ganect {oned to theoase efficials who had not doune the worke
In this way Shri Pachauri JAO have also furnished @
wronyg certificate en the henerdrium bill,

As regards cerrecticnec in the bills & A Rell, it

. is found that Shri Pachauri JAQ hes stated that the

correction wés mede by him on 2B8,12,84 while Shri S.N.Sinha

APM(Agmns) & Shri L.C.Sinha Dy.P.M. (G)statad.that there

_was no correctien in the bills and thz name of Shri H.P.
-4 Pachauri wae nct mentiened in the bills when thess wers

 jput up to them for signatures. 1t is ebserved that the
~“Fun, bill wes submitted en 27,12.84 and it was also

signed by Shri SeN.Sinha en 27.12,84, thua correctien

‘im tte bill on 2B8412.84 ie at a later stuge by JAQ was

net permissible. It is found thait there wds no cerrection

i the bills till it was signed by Sri L.Ce.Sinha

on 26.12.84, The bill wus sanctioned by the P.M.on
&ZB&l&,BQL_Shri S.‘S'QChbﬂhlani PeMelLkoeGePe Us whoa

”,\7f,ganationedwtha bill ceuld not be examined but the

7 eircumstances of thoe case ([ that the correction
was mads after the bill was sanctioned by tne P.M., In |
tnis way Shri HeP.Pachauri has committed a serieus
~ irreqularity which may amounts folsification in Gevts,
_documentSe T :

— Tneugh Shri HeP.Pachauri is responsible 7or whieh

AP but the following efficials also committed irre-
./ 'gularties, '

1. Shri Re.KePal P,A.Admn.branch

g _has etated that_ﬁﬁgre was alrpady corrasction
Af_the bill wheme he exdmined it far eanction but as per
§5iﬂ‘§umér~\—€/‘t_f. S/s S.N.Sinhi APM(Admno) & LoC.Sinhl
BysPsMs (G)thers was no correction @nd name of Shri
Hefslaehayri was net there,8f it is supposed that Shri
FaeMauri meéde corgection 8fter verificution of $/Shri
SeNobdnha & LoCos9inha and before @enction by P.M., thgn
it was the duty of Shri R.KeP8l to point eut about
tna correction to the sankioning &@utbority,$In not deingyg,
he get allowed the payment of Henerarium tu Shri HeP.

_/4 Pachauri_whe wos 'entitled four Henararium as per DG’

_Communigcatien already mentiencd 'in the Certificate
furnished in the bille. A8 such he committed yruss neg-
.+ “ligence and concealed the correction made by the JAO.

PR TOL TR E AN




(7)
245 £ ﬂadlg Ream PJA, Accg_pt pranch,

s failed tc prepare a freSh A Roll as the

A Roli presented tc him for checklng was bearing

cozrectien, Mereever the femticulsr s ef sanction

., wero not mentienced in tre A Roll. He shsuld have
attest signed ever ths ceorractions,

Shri N.K.Kayshik UDC SBLO Lko,GuPsly

He dill not prepere the l1lisat himself but
cleimed the @ameunt eof Hencrarium,

4,Shri R.CeVerma UPC SBCQ Lko.GyPeQ.

. He prepared the list ef 3B accounts enly but
- received the payment of Honerarium for 2714 accounts,

/ , "~ The follewing documentc rslating tbe case are
enclosed fer feveur of perusal ,

o w/s dte 21 2¢65 & 15,3489 of Shri HeP.Pachauri JAO.
2, w/a dte21,2.09 of Shri S.K.Gupta LDC SBCO.
Jo w/'s dt.:21.2.85 of Shri'D.K.Srivastava upc SBCO
> | 4y w/8 dt.21.2.85 ef Shri Shyam Sunder UDC SBCO
| ’; S¢ w/5 dte21.2485 & 15.3.85 of sri‘A.k.Srivaatqv UDCSECO
n Ln ; 6o w/6 €te19563485 of Shri NeKeKaushik Lﬁ; SEBCO ‘
o Te w/8 dt,15,3.65 of Shri KeC.Verma UDC SECO ‘
B, w/8 dt.1.5.85 of Shri HeK.Pal P.A.LKD.G.P. 0.
9, w/S dt.14.3.85 of Shri Bedloc Ham P.A.LKO.G.P. 0,
A04w/5 dt.4.4.85 of Sri ReKuNigsm Dy.PuM.LKO,G.P. 0.
Ct1iw/s dt.8.4.65 of Shri R.N.Pandey APM A/C LKO.G,P..
12,w/8 dt.14.3.85 of ShriIH,N.Dwivedi P:A.LKO.E.P.Do

i
1

13, w/s dted4.4,65 uf Sri S.NeSinha APM LKO.G.P.O, =

‘“ﬁ‘*\ o 14, wibedbvlomments dt,14,5.,085 of Shri L.C.Sinha Supdﬁ
\\'/ﬁ_ ’ L. JoD.LUCknOh [ .
‘ b)q ]

15,Qff ice cmpy[anly to s, 630/36 in r/o payment of '
Honorarium for preparaticn of list ef silent accounts
, (Copy of admn,branch).
16¢Copy of bill MN3.5B-1U2 dt.2B8.12.84 in r/o payment .
of Honerarium fer f. 630/36 for preparation ef 1i8t: .
of silent a/=(copy nf a/c brancn). .

17¢A holl of SBAB2/dt.28.12.84 relating to Honebill fa; 1
f54630=30 in original,’

18.A Roll of Sp~-148 dt.14.1.65 relating to redrawal of)|
ef amount from U,D, far m.204-58 in original

¥

~ & %o s1q£”

(N.L. Gupta)
ASPOs
0/0 The DePeS.LKO.RGN.LUCKNDW.

- Vukﬁea Yous Copy @leshet

, 624/ 726\% . ) ‘.(‘.a._.-'." b
KoV, T war ”7, : ‘
Adv.

High @QUEE Lot efc foen ey,
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In the Central hdMfinistrative {ribunal, Circuit Bench, lucknow,
Odo . of 1990

Dated
HOP. PaChauri ' YR X XX Applicmt
‘ varsus, -
Union of Indis and others ,... Respondents,

Bo Pasd L NY wF Fu. W
CFPILe & T, FooTMeaT B LLCe o GFumli608,

ey -

Huno Ho, Bedd/0TA/ . ondenation/3%. 3 Luckn wyruge 1985,

whel Bedloeo Aem, Footel - Btley countt Hranch, LutG:inuw
PG waeg cherqgoustheoted under %.le 16 of LLO(CLA) SNuleg, 1985
widae thie ot d.e mems noe sven delud 1147.85 with the
stuotoment of imputetion of miscone ¢t geproducusd belows

"4n honorsrdus bill of 170G ray prepiretion of licts ef/
g.lent sccounts for the yeer | “Fle3 whe scnctioned vide
Poedmsbtsr, Luc naw RO, 13 datod 20.12.084. The 2bovs bill /
hesring corzsction in the neme of "hri A.cl.dpivastave

to thet of H.¢,Pechourd Jenelis He fullod to chack the une |
suthourissd correct! . n gene by J2U withiut euthzntlicetion o

drewing 0ffdc: o Mopeover the popticulare of sunction were

not mantiened fin the A, Roll, He should have atlssst signed
eves tne corrsction,

It 4a tws slleged tnet ched Jedluo Asmy Perey huGknow
GRG failed to dischor » hio a. signcd duty in visletion of
rule 4(6) of vV Jume VI pusc .fith rute 35 of FHE Vole I #nd
thepsby did not saintzin devotium to duty in centravention
Ofsthe provisfons of rule 3(i) (1i) of LCJ(Ganduct) Rulae, kst
1964,"

I heve cane throunh tha rapresentation of the official,

lf f8 contun-:d th:=t bille and 4, Ffolle were pgs erad 4n

T8 angd periented te his for crntk end allowing disburiament
and that the corssctions wers duly @uthenticstad under the
sdgnature Bf “hei e oFaCheurd Jergblia #8 nap rulo 38 35(a)
of Fild vole I ell curractians ar any inter oletion deomed
negassory 46 to be suthentiget.d under full eigruture and
dute of drewin. offi er, 8% .hri P.cheurli & not the
growlng of ficer, correction under his clynstuee should not
Beve Bioan accepted, The of fivie]l Shus 7oiled dn - opfurmsnce
of his leyltimate duty with duv. {on und cherge sgeinet
him gtundes proved, Mowovep, I em Incined to toke & lenient
vi.w in ordér ¢6 glva & chincs to the officisi to give bettes
perto:mence dn futurs ond hepehy crder toet threi Jadloo Rem
be L. URDE for the aboves l6ph.,

Voetuntmabter ()
Luckrow GFue

Copy toie

1e Tha uffivis]l concarned,

2o iwfoe 0f th. officia),

I, Furde wgnt Rucister,

e Loty File of the oficisle
50-6. b 13 o Y

CJfostmestern(h)
ij\eo( Trax C«rpyﬁllosb_,e Lutkn w (Fue

@/f/ /ewmu
j\..{‘:‘/ /lWrut "’)7
Adv.
H‘gh Couu" Luefsuwtrr Benel .
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| ﬁﬁ | Statamsnt of imputation of miaconduct against Shri j.K.Pal.

/
Vs
,a' ) . Pe A.g Luckncu G DO <
oy - (e
A Ronwgeslum LELYL bALY of LILU Tug pasperatiuwn  ul (1ot %
of silent accounts for the y.ar 1984-85 was esubmitted by
. JAO 5BCO for payment. Theze wes e corrzecticn in the bill in
neme of Lhri A.K.Srivestswa, UDC, This cocrection was no
pointed out by Shri R.K.Pal to sanctioning authority. lﬂﬁ$h3
. payment af honorarium to Shrd Hl.P.Pachauri , J.A.0. SBLO _
who was not entitled for the honorerium as per rules,

It is thus alleged that Shri R.K.Pal, P.A., Lucknow
GPO friled to maintadn devotion to duty and contreviuned the
proviwion of pule 3(4) (44) of LCY (Conduct) Rulea, 1964,

i ' : Dy.Postmaetex(G)
' Lucknow G5PO,

alles Lot

Adv,
High Court  Lunedsunitd (bmo?f\

L o
o
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Before the Central Adminstrative Tribunal at Allahabad:
Sittiqg Bench at Lucknow,

Petition No, of 1990,

Shri HeP.Pachauri, A oes . Petitioner,
Versus,
» ’ ‘Union ofIndia and others, soe Opposite parties.
‘ » 0 GOVERNMENT OF INDIA
A MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS
| CFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR CF ACCOUNTS(POSTAL) .
UsP+CIRCLE LUCKNOW-226018e
\/« - | No.Admn.l(S) P~III/H.P.P./A.P.T.R.39., Dated 2.7.86;
| I ANDUM
ﬁﬁf ?7' .~ ghri HQP.Pachauri(Designation)Jr.Accounts Officer
(0Office in which wo;king% office of the Direétor of
Acé@unts(Postal),Lucknow,is hefebv’informed that it is
— prOposedto take action againsg his under Rule 16 0fC.C.S.
B : (C. c. A)Rules, 1965, A statement of the 1mputations of mis-

conduct or misbehaviour on which attion iSproposed to be

taken as mentioned above,is encloséd.‘

4
7/
s

2. Shri H.P.Pachauri,Jr.accounts Officer is hereby given
an opportunity to make such representations as he may wish

- to make against the proposal.

3. If Shri H.P.Pachﬁuri,Jr.éﬁcount Officer fails to
submit his representation within 10days of the receigt of
thisbwbmorandum.it wili be presumed that he has no represen
tation to make the crders will be 1iaSle to be passed
against fhri H.P.Pachauri,Jr.Accounts Officer ,ex-parte.

: 4. The receipt of thls Memorandum should be acknowledged by
' | '.2

»
-
L4



h's

o2a

Bhri H,P.Pachauri,Jr.Accounts Of_ficer.

) /’}‘ ' hd o
- : : : 8d/- Ikligible,
‘ ~( ROSHAN LAL)
DIRECTOR OF ACOOUNTS(POSTAL)
U.P.CIRCLE. LUCKNCW,

REGCSTERED/A.D
To,
“ shri H.P.Pachauri,.
> , _ Jr.Accounts Officer,
' Add. Ingpection Party No.l,
— : Firozabad( U.P.)

ﬂ-/L\ : ’ ' ¢doeres

\7/ i VMAJ(\LAZ y Coto PSP B
‘ 6?/1/’ Ve cfona: ‘ ’ '

’ﬁ’ ? ‘ ' k; T e vt :‘/‘7/

Adv, ,
High Eourt, [ en < LRt fb-e_h@,vav .
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Before the Central administrative Tribunal at allshabads
"Sitting-Bench, at Luckndq

H,P.Pachauri. | ..mPetigioner.
Versus, |
Union of India and o;hers. - «eoOpposite parties
- annexure Noy 7 - (=)

aaaaaaaaaaaa

THE STATEMENT OF IMPUTATIONS OF MISCONDUCT OR MIS
BEHAVIOUR AGAINST SHRIHARI “PRASAD PACHAURI,JR.ACCOUNTS

OFFICER, OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF ACOOUNTS(POSTAL) U.P.

. -

CIRGLE: LOGRNOW, ™ Tt T o e

D R R PRI ~ - “ e e e -

(1) while working as Jre.accounts Officer,S.B.C.0

_ﬁuéknow”,G.P.O.Lucknow,shri“H.P.Pachéuri,Jr.éséoﬁnts

Officer ,was entrusted with thé £ask of getting the list
Of silent S.B.Accounts for the year 1984-85 prepared,

As per D.G.P&T letter No,1-34/75-SB dated 1.2,77
$.B.C D,and s.é.brénch will get honorarium for coﬁple-
ting tﬁe work of freatihg S.B.d/Cs.as silent A/Cs.and"
preparation of list of silent accounts.The U,D.C.S.B.C.D
Ledger clerk as A.f.M.(SB) will be paid honorarium at
the prescribed rates.The fncharge 8.B.C.D.who is requires
to test check few entries in each liétaaﬁd sicn at the
bottom of each page of the list will notbe paid any
honorarium as heis supposed to do this work during duty
'hours.‘ ‘

Being the Incharge of S.B.C.DeLucknow,G.P.0
Shri H.P.Pachaufi,Jr.Accounts Officér was fully aware
of the rulings,that is why he ‘distributed the amount of

e 0-2



VIR
work to be done amonﬁst thé v.D.Cs who wefe entitled for
honorarium.Shfi:H;P.Pachauri_did not mention his name at
initial stage in the Honorarium bills and a Rolls,but

later on he scored out on28;12.84'the name of Shri D.Ke.

 Srivastava,U.D.C.and Shri shyam Sunder U.D.C.in the.

honorarium Bill and managed to draw the honorarium for
RB5¢211410 agaigst his name'on29.12.é4.1n this waYe -Shri
Pachauri ,has claimed the amount of honorarium in an
ﬁéregular way for which he was not entitled,By claiming
honorarium when not entitled énd by overwriting in honor:-
ria bills,in the manner cited above, the official is
alleged to have éiolatgd,Rule 3(1) of C.C.S (Conduct)

-~ . . . -

Rules 1964,

sd/- .
(ROSHAN LAL)
DIRECTOR OF ACCOUNTS (POSTAL)e
U,P.CIRCLE., LUCKNOW, _

‘VW)(,,"_O(_ Yoee Co oy oflea it ,

SRV Fe evmna-
Adv,

i High Cburt L ed< o Renel. .
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'Befo;e the Central Administrative Tribunal at Allshabad:

S sitting Bench at Lucknows

H.P.Pachaﬁri, ' ceee Petitioner.
versus.
* Union of_India ana others. | ...; Opposite parties.
| | , _Anpexure No, 9
‘ GOVERNMENT OF INDIA
. MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATION
- ' DEPAREMENT OF POSTS.
T OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF ACCOUNTS(POSTAL)
A | U.P.CIRCLE. LUCKNOW-226018. '
No.Admn.l(S)/PhIII/ H.P.P./ T R 1183 dated 8.8.86,
T o
With reference to the representation dated 11.7.86
£ 7’” | ' of Shri H.P.PachaufieJr.A.O.in resjoénse to ﬁhe chargesheetmm
| issued to hi,Shri Hari PfasadAPachau:i,Jr.A.O. is hereby
permitted to inspecﬁ the following records,considered
. relevant, in the chamber of\Account Office admn.I(SYduring
> | the week commencing from 11th August,1986: |
1. 'Bill4of honorarium No.SB.182,dated 28.12.84,

2. A.Roll of SB~182 dated 28.,12.84,

3. Details as stated in the Enquiry Report by A.S P.Os,
Lucknow about Number of silent accounts forl984.85
whose lists have been prepared by the officials,

His reply to the charge sheet should be received wi
in two wecks of receipt of titis memo failing which the

& . decision will be taken ex-parte.
: 8d/~Illigibke
shri Hari Prasad Pachauri DIRECTOR OF ACCOUNTS (POS
Jr.Accounts Officer,P.A.I1 Sect. U.P.CIRCLE. LUCKNOW,
Inspectdon Party no.l
Auraiya H.O.
AURAIYA (U.P)

¢ o

Vond fred, Yran Coiprp lealest

el ™,

;% X {ﬁﬁﬁi’f///’ﬁ
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Before the @Rentral Admingstrative Tribunal at Allahabéd:
sitting at Lucknow. -

H.Po.Pachauri. | ¢+ee Petitioner,
versus
Union of India and others, 1....Qppgparties.
) .o |
mum;g Noa. |
OFFICE OF THE DIREGTOR OF ACCOUNTS (POSTAL)
. LUCKNOW-226018
NoeadmnI (s) /P=I11/HPP - . Dated 10.“1986
MEMORANDUM,

Shri H.P,Pachauri,Junior -Accounts Officer,0ffice of the
Director of Accounts(Postal)Lucknow,was charge-sheeted
under rule 16 of CCS(CCA) Rules 1965,vide Memo of even
no.dated2,7.86 .The. statement of imputations of misconductm
or misbehaviour against the said official was as follows:-

* while working as Jr.Accéunts Officer,S.B.C.0.Lucknow
G+P.0.Lucknow, shri H.P.Pachauri,Junior Account Officer,
was entrusted with the task of getting the list of silent
S.B.accounts for the year 1984-85 prepared,"

as per D.G.P &T letter no-1-34/75-SB dated 1.2.77
S.BsCe0 and Se.B.Branch will get honorarium for completing
the work of tfeating S.B.a/Cs as silent A/Cs and prepara-
tion of list of silent accounts.The U,D,CeS.B.CeQe Ledger
Clerk andA.P,M.(SB)} will be paid honorarium at the -
prescribed rates.The incharge SBOO who 1& required to
test chedk few entries in each list and sign at the bottomm
of each page of the list will not be paid any honorarium
as he is supposed to do this work during duty hours,

Being the Incharge of SBCO Lucknow,G.P.0.,Shri H.P.
Pachauri, dr.Accounts Officer was fully aware of the
rulings,that.is why he distributed the amount of work
to be done amongst the U,D.Cs.who were entitled for
honorarium.Shri Pachauri did not mention his name at
inttial stage in the Honorarium Bills and A Rolls ,
but later on he scored out on28,12.84 the names of Shri
D.K.Srivastava, UDC, and Shri shyam sSunder UDC in the.
honorarium bill and managed to draw the honorarium for
Be211.10 against his name on29.12.84 .In this way,Shri
Pachaﬁri,has claimed the amount of honorarium in an



irregular way of which he wasnot entitled .By claiming
honoraria when not entitled and by over-writing in
honoraria bills,in the manner citedaabove,the official 1is
alleged tohave violated Rule 3(i) of CCS(Conduct )

Rules 1968 ( 1964)“ - S :

The official was asked to submit his repoesentation
within a period of 10days ,failing which it would be
presumed that he had no representation to make and
orders will be liable tobe passed against him exparte.

The official vide his application dated 11,7.86
requested for certain documents.

It was thereafter intimated to him which of these
documents would be admissible vide this office letter
of even nunber dated 8.8,.86, -

_ Subsequently the official submitted his representation
dated 14,8,86 which has been examined by me in detail’
with respect to the other records and documents available
in the case. |
The first charge against the official relates to his
claiming honoraria as J.A.0,8BC0 Lucknow GPO when the
same was not admissible ta him

On going through the representation of the official
I £ind that despite the lengthy discussion made by him
on the charge sheet he has no where refuted the validity
of the charge, |

The Second chargé against the officiai relates to
his overwriting on the honoraria bill a A Roll on
28,12,84, '

In this connection the statement of the official dated
15,3.85 a¥aldable in record is vital.The d#fficial has sta
-d there in that he encircled the name of Shri A.K.Srivas
'va U.D.C.0n28,12,84 on the A Roll as well as on-the Bill,
He has stated that both the.corrections were made before
the sanction of the honoraria in questiones |

By so stating Shri Pachauri hax clearly admitted
the second charge in the statement of imputations against
him., On examination of theHonoraria Bill I find that the
same has been checked and verified by the-a.P.Ms
(administration)on27.12,84 as also by the officialkhimsel
on the same date,Therefore the overwriting.qn the bill

has been made after the same was checked and verified
o3
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by the A.PsM. concerned and thé efficial himself,

I do not agree withthe plea of the official that _
such overwriting woyld have been due to over work or the
matter having been dealth with in a hurry.

He has further stated that the same'correctioné
have been made in the O0.T.A.BillsA Roll and O.T.A.
register,all of which could nct have been manipulated
by the J.aA.0.Further he has taken the plea that no
complalnt has -been received from the Postmaster.D.P.S.
etc, in the matter.In this connection the former point
raised by the official concerned is not relevant to the
charges levelled against him andthe letter point is not
factually correct. ‘

I,thus hold that shri Pachauri claimed the honoraria in
an irregular way for which he was not entitled and also
indulged in overwiting in Homoraria Bill in the manner
stated above,thus violating Rule 3(i) of CC.S(Conduct)
Rules 1964,However taking a very lenient view-in the -
matter despite the charges being fully proved against
him, and the gravity of the same.l hereby order the
stoppage of his next increment for two years without
cumilative effect,

sd/~Illigible

{ Raghav 1%979'86
Director Accounts (POStal)
Lucknow.

Copy to:=- - v

l.Shri H.P.Pachauri,Jr.Accounts Office office of the
Director of Accounts{Postal) anknow.

2.Accounts Officer(admn.II) - -
3.-P.F.of the official coneerneds
4, ‘CoR.0f the official concerned,
5. Office copYe

Veri fred . Yvee copy lleatict.
F@/I/ Teorane:
c‘,) (I/M

Adv,
ngh (aourt Luelk maes p:'““ el .



I the Central Am‘ziistmt:i_ﬁ iribunal, Circuit BEench, lucknow,

| | , Ode of 1990
- | Dated ' .

' HoPo Pachauri .eee soe e
{ Ve rsus,

| Union of India and othexrs ,.«.

yE

o
The Post Master General,

UsPe Circle, Lucknove :

THROUGH 3 PHOPER CHAVMELe ’ -

sdbjoct ] ’ Appeal agalnst the urder of stoppage g
K of next Increment for 2 years without

cumulative erfeét -

Reference s  Director Accounts(Postal) UsPolircle,

Lucknow NoeADMN=1(S)/P=III/HPP dated - * '}
1009.1986 . ’ - 7 "
szssazesszaa . .
siv, |

THE ZPPEAL SHUWETH AS UNDER w

(1) : That while the appellant was working
as gredccts ufficer,38Cu,yLucknow GPO durini the year
1984~85 he was tc manuge the work of §8Cy Including
the praparation of the 1ist of silent §/8 Accts for
the year 1934-=35 within the target dates.spacified by
the & IC0«(3B8),Lucknow By issue of ingtructionsg
followed by reminders. !
(2) That the greparation of the list of
sllent SB Accty were tu Da attended by the staff
working in UDCCadre on hon@rarium hasls by worcing
heyqud the office hours as well 'as on ylelding output
. fbr days work to the tune of the time factor available
.&g/suc staff on days basisge. v .
» Thus
The work dene was distributed amongst ghol
the staff in UD(Lradrs through orders duly .recorded :
“in the Sectional urder Booke Admittedly, the facillity

o

%,? : not to attend such work by any one of the staflf od
8 chronisically earmaried to he attended only >n payment

§ ' of honourarium is also admlcsible except coertain -

i ' exegenclec s ‘ '

]

Thus the nature of volunteership is 1
appendix to such type of work leaving enough rioom to
arprehend delay a2 well as tu formulate the arrange= i,
ment accordingly. by the Incharge SBCO on such matters.’

|

1 - ‘ .

i Under this hollowness of the obligationge
g farvasrl ghyam Sunder and A.{.5rivastava UDCs expressve

: =ed theirainability to asttend thelr work thus assigne g

- ed to then atleast within the target datese They

{ ac tuslly did4 not put themselves to crapure the sald

: list, ‘ . '

(3) That the appellant then hriught the
position hefore ths # ICJ 8B Lucknow to arrange
4 etaff in addition to the one already uvallable at
i B 88CJ Lucknow CPu or to gut the aptellant hizself on.-
the work as an alternatlve to meet the residual work ;,
of preparation of the 1list of 9o Silent Accounts on n
L honmarerium bPaels at the rate tdmieslble to the :3_ta!f’.,8~_,va )
Lk of UDCaire in the interest of the public work as -7 - .
o ~ well es L0 aveld mrvesIge x

. iy
Lonoyh o . ‘
RS Y pe7] . . ) ) } ‘
g h“"‘{.‘“. R R e . { X . . v e [ . . B R Y | e
R P S T o e :




| KT(/ - (2)

- AJCsSrivastava actually Yy working bYeyond the office L
~hours and as such he was ajone to preler hen@rsrium . i_
at the lowest rate prescrided for UDCadre. [

; - . > ) Ol
SilethicS%g¥84235954§§89£§ Nor ko2 ke NN pggsC/ %ﬁf
our kind perusale The cluim of hongmrerium preferred

- 9y the appellant wae in no case aycinst any Tale £
forrality rather the comrensation was to be pald up o

work and pre

The L3.A. ICu SB Lucknow, 1t spperols, having ne
objection did not prefer to intervena In th intrrest
of work since tu have vigll watch to rectraln uny
increasing arresrs of work with 3u03 1s one of his

statutory 14a3®1lity.

(@ Thic non-interrerence with a julgement of the
avpellunt in view of the flexAPlllty of the Instruce
tdins contalned 4in DG P&T Letter Nio1-34/75-3p duted
1le2.77 envisaging lnaldul-«<193I1ity of puynent af
hon@rarvium 5 the Incharge 59040 was lnbterpreted ns
the approval of the «ald A0 ICO 58 Lucknove

.

The awpellunt accoriine gut himeelf on the
Rpa%eg the 1?3{ g?“%i‘ﬁllﬂnt AcZount
primarily allotted to Sarvacrl Shyas Sunder 2od

to him for the exertion cuused to his physlque Yty
atteniing office ti1i1 late hours, and that too at
the rate alrealy prescribhed,

(4) Thut while hongxrarium ®111 &2 A.Loll were
under preparztion the nane 3L twd> UDCs Le.ee Sri AeKe
Srivastuva and chyem Sunler who 4id not attend tue
WOTK a8 per Dara 2 ahova was erruncously written

and the zmount calculated chown puya®le as per Noe
of ‘accounts omitting iLre nume Of the appellant as

‘a reasult of casuulnesc and custumery go of the

system on £7.1%.%4.

Thiz mi-take was, however, awui=2ned the mind
of the anpellunt only on 22.12.54 while he himsell
was g.’_)iné to gsunmnlit the i1 tu the office of the
Chied Pozt ifacter,Lucknow Py for exercising the
¢heelts and wecoriding hlas swnction .n his gatizluction
The zppellunt then scorsd out the entriesz regarding
Sarveer! AJleIrivactava, Shyam Sundev and Srl DeK.
Srivaetava UDCae und inserted his name 28 per chronke
ligical serlual 2llotted %o the hills and A.Roll to
the oape o9 Srl A.Ke Srivactavu leaving the scored-
-entry regarding Sarvaer! Shyam Sunder 2nd D.Ke

Srivactove UDCa nnillled and the documents were 5
trancferred to cri K K Pal Pustal Arstte working in }
the Adminictrutive Oranch of the Clhilel Pugt Muster L

E“

Lucknuw GP., 0on 23.18.84 Lo process the action sheade

Thia fact of bearling pretiand corrcction in the
‘H111 and ARO11 has wecn coroborated and subrstsntiae
‘ted by the ctutement OF Sarvusri R.K.Pul und sadlooe
Rem ws well dg 31! RoNeoubey the £llls Clerg of the
Jfflce of the Chiel Poust Mucter Lucknow GePoeue )

Iinfuct gives &u index e tu trhe truth
he [:lciticated Imnutationa un? alirgations
3 aguinet the 2.nellante

et

The statements of Sarvasrl SeN«SInha, APU
Adminlstration and srl L.C..2inhu the then Uepyuty
Poet Mucter(s) Lucinow (Pu c2Try no welght as there
offlelals ure none tu recelive such docuwsenty ut
the very rirst ingtant, wund the dgnorence regariing
exletence of any correction with the wileyp !
docarenty an eanrersed Dy Chero Friod o A0 Lhely

/m
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 atatements is not only an sfter thouaht rather an

attempt to asek Iame mxcuse after pr:vocation and
in.admisibility of payment of honorarium to the.
1/C , 8BCO were exposad to thase officisls during
the mpas% courss of PRILIMINARY- ENQUIRY. This ia
also en ettempt to spve tha accorded eanctfon baeing

vaold after suych ovarwriting or rnrrnrt!nnn halng
et bbb o et o P! :

|

Thia makes the statenents of Sarvs Shel St )
Sinhy and L.C.Sinha diacrediteble | and bad on the
face of all falrnass. 3

(8) The disciplinary-suthoritytas errsd not to
mention end discuss the circumatances in uhich the
l1ist of $B Silent account were prapared by the
appellent, implied approvsal of the a.0. 1C0(SB),
Lucknow as well as the reduced rate applied to-
Calculate the amount of honorarium . Thie omisslon
on the part of the disciplinary authority mgkes B
concluaion drawn in the punishment mamo sub-versive
to the requirement of esuch judicial-ordars.

I

The disciplinary suthority thus has come up
‘with a preconceived otheruise he would had provided
reamedial opportunity to the appellant for the »
rposes of this appeal. ) o Q“
Under accounts rule applicabla to such irregular- ‘
‘payment or any amount of over payment the amount of. P
honorarium paid up to the appnallant would have qguite '
smoothly eot refunded since the amount was earned
against work duly sttended and in no cese by wrong
appropriation. This uas not zot done by the
disciplinary suthority which transpired that he
wag inclined to punish the sppellant compenfating
"ha skkwad alledged loss by atoppaze of any increments
uwf the sppaklant,

LR e

!

et e AT RT I L

(6) The disciplinary-nuthority haq also failed to
aduanced the reasons to diacredit the deposition of
Sarva Shri{ R, K.Pal, Badloo- Ram and R.N. Dubey
avtablishing the alledped corrsctions snd ovar-writing,
It any, was existing at the time of receipt of the
disputad documants by thase officials much more '
earlier than Sarva Shri S.M,Sinhs and L.C. Sinha. The
puriishment memo has, therefors, lOﬁt the propriaety

of 5 judiclal order and as such is not mainteinable

on the face of thes instructions and obligatory
provisions of C.C.S.(CCA) Rules 1965, thxk Yhe
contension of the disciplinary-authority that the

bill was corrected zfter being sanctioned by the
deputy post master, (5), LuCknow C.P 0. and belng
ecrultnisad by the APM(Adm), Lucknouw, G.P.0s 0N
27.12-84 1s incorrect and tha result of miereading

the statenonts and records 1Vailable in the concerned ‘
file of the procsedings since tne bill was actually F
submittad on 28-12-1984 ond not on ¢7-12-84, :

R P

e

R

(7, The dtsciptinary asutnority hUh mude foundition

af nfa Plrnatnes o nfs moma of yu’n! stimgnt mugtter
FRN IR VYU S AP ORI DY S AP wiipal fesusrt amidar e oftfice
. . . . 'IL j .i“' [E T IE'”}Y'L"E',IH
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" the name of earva ar{ &K, trfvnetaviy and O ks trivarhgy

‘preferred by him was objected by the appellant on the

‘of the A0 ICO(SD) Lucknow on consideration ridiquloualy.'ﬁ,a

(9) Thet the circumstances ere thera exposing to

‘{rregularity, if any, committed under such restriction o

.no misconduct egainet the Covte Servent includi ng the

that the punishment of stopage of increments at such

' ‘punishment- memo appsaled against atanda . .viciated 4
. for the same reeson. 2 oo -k

o authnrity i{s prejudicial and based onh miorewdipin of

‘not a judicialuorder, it {e prayed that tha justicae
may how be done as dlescussad above by placing ordars---

\.il}.,hmﬂ- TR KL K T u.‘nuvts.wllty at the iritial
stage to refute such type of whams and surmisere. The
findi-ngs arrived st in.the punishment memo o% thprn'nrs
full of improbabilities. +The punishment thus impoeed
is . tharefore. Iiable to be set ‘eside. Tha 1iet of

SB Silent account esrmarked to the share of Shri D, K.
Srivaatava, UDC wes actually got prapared by him R
engaging labour on hire from open markst ond the claim

seme ground. The question of nama of ¢hri 0. %. SrIVa-tan?
being encluded in the ssid document does not erice and i
vae scofd out accordingly on 28-.12.84,

This bill was later on saenctioned and the amognt.
ves paid up to 8Shri O, k.Srivastave, UOC by the grace

(8) That the disciplinary au-thority has erred to

viciata the legalistic end judicial propriety of tha AR
fingl order pesend by him on 10-9-86 which is nat BRERRS - 7%
mainetdnable on the face of the lasw since no correction "Bin:

" or rectification in thes draft of such judicial-order ﬁv'ﬂ5;“=

once issued is.permissible .
: 4

the truth that the /L SBLO have put themselves on work
for vhich honorarium 1a admissible only to the
subordinate. staff egnd the claim preferred by such
1/C SBCO hade been sanctioned under flexibi}ity end
oxgencias of public Services . The case of Inchargas
88C0, Nawabgasnj, Kanpur and J.A.0, SBCO Ssharenpur
may.be referred to . ,

Moreover the spirit of the said lstter of the _
D.Gv P& T, Nouw Delhi 1is prohibitery in: nature and =

ie simply clerical or meking of spot judgment bearing '

appellent,if proved to be acted upon in good raith

thus the punlshment inflicted without statutory
procedural or administrative ru-lees should in no case
be allouwrd to oparate adversely as such the punighment
of stppage of increment of tw yesrsuithout cumulative
effect), by the disciplinary.suthority hars the learned
Bitector accounts ﬁpoatal), Us Po Circle, Lucinow desarved
to be sat aside 'with immediate effect. ’

(10) That the displinary authority has failed to assess - §i

stage wuld shadow the emoluments of pension which is
not too remote. Since the disciplinary autharity hss .
passed such g harsh punishment without notica as .
prascribed in the CCS(CCA) Rule 1965, thareby the

P RAaYER
since the fcrmation of opinion by the discipxinary

reoard avullabla »nd the punishment thus inflicted ia

. '.Contd...'.S
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(1) to sst sside the non.judiclous order of
_ punishment. 1ssued by the Oirect pr Accounts'
(Postal),U.PsCircle, Lucknow \ld hia
office No. Aadmn.-I(s)/P~111/HPP/TR1435
deted 10-9-1986 stopping the next increment
for tw yearswithout cumulative effect, ~~a
sppeelod sgainst, at the eerliest . |

For this act of your kindnese the sppellent end
ependents will remein grateful for ever.

WITH. DUE REGARDS. T
Yours faithfully, ?ﬁ%f? e

| e Bk
. .J:n acha 2/))5“
orrice of the Director Account 8

b7 . Dateds 29-9-1986 ~(Postal), U.P. Circle, Lucknow

\/w'f\'to(/ T'Y‘NLC-O‘I?’Y Jlealak
?. q/. DiWa.'i-_—;7’_. ‘
/

Adw.
. High Court , L vt ntd B L




Before the Central Adminstrative Tribunal at Allshabad
o Sitting at lacknow,

A , . HQPQ Pachauri * : e eves Petitionero
Versus,
Union of India and others, o»e++0pposite parties,
annexuzg No. | 3

GOVT OF INDIA
ﬁ DEPTT.OF POSTS.,
- | OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERALY,P.CIRCLE,LUCKNOW,
Manmo No.VIG/M=1/87/4 Dt.at Lw=226001,the 26,3,87

" 4 . -This is an zppeal dated 29.9.86 preferred by
,l\ Shri H.P.Pachauri,J J.A.C.0/0 Director of Accounts
(Postal) Lucknow, against withholding of next increment
for 2 years without cumilative effect awarded by
\,/ ' Director of Accountx(Postal) vide memo No,Adm«I(S)P=1IJ
HPP dt,10.8,86, '

- \(’ _ The case in brief is that the gppellant was
proceeded against under Rule 16 of CC3(CCA) Rules 1965
vide Director of Accounts(Postal)Memo No.adm=~I(s)/
P=III/HPP/ACTR 39 dated 2,7.86 for the following
lapsesse | |

07, | thile working as Jr.Accounts Officer SBCO,
Lmacknow, GPO, lacknow, appellant was entrusted with the
task of getting the list of silent SB accounts for the
year 1984-85 prepared.

As per D.G.P&T letter no.l=34/75«58,dated
1,2,77,8BM and 8B branch is entitled to get honora=~
rium for completing the work of treating SB a/Cs
silentd/Cs and preparationof list of silent accounts
The UDC SBCO,ledger clerkand APM(SB) will be paid

Y; honorarium at the prescribed rates. The Incharge SBCU
| who is required to test check for entries in each list
and sign atthe bottomof each page of the list will not
be paid any honorarium as he is supposed to do this
work during duty hours.

Being the Incharge of SBCO lucknow GPO, appellant
was fully aware of thé rulings,that is why he distri-
buted the amountof work to be done amongst the UDCs

o2



- *'who were entitled for honorarium.appellant did not
| mention his name at initial stage in the honorarium
bills and Roll ,but lateron he scored out on 28,12.84
the name of shri D.K.Srivastava.U.D.C,and Shri shyam
Sunder U.D.C.in the honorarium bill and managed to draw
.JL é the honorarium fﬁr?kszll.IO.}against his name on
e .- 29.12,84 .In this way,appellant has claimed the amount
v o of honorarium in an irregular way for which he was fot
entitied,By cléimiﬁg honofaria'whén‘not‘entitled and
: A a 1by:évérw£riting‘in honoraria bills in the mannexr cited
above ,the appellant is alleged to have violated Ruie
3(1) of ccs(ci:onduct‘mulesig-féé.
» P L The Directer'oiamcounts(ﬁostai)anknow the -
dlsciplinary authority,considereﬂ ﬁhe defence refresens
-~ tation dated 14.8.86 of the appellant and imposed the
i penglty appealed against. '
Vl\ | ' i have gone through the case.Though the amunt is
: sméll;yet the intention of the appellant is established
‘\a/b ~ " to be dishonest.Under the circumstances there is no
scope for reducing the punishment awarded,’
The' sppeal is therefore rejected,

w7 |
. sd/e L
. {8.P.Rai) | !
Postmaster General U.P.
, ' - Circle, Lucknow,
‘l\d\.,\ : N . [ XEX N
\
r o V.U\/:J‘\‘goq'. Sve oy allex et .
| @/V Te craha-
R 7/?"’?7 |
, '
i Adv.,
.ngh Gourt, Lud<uerd Ben .
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n the Central AdMinistratiye iriunel, Circuit pench, Incknow,

Ok, of 1990
) Datad
o H.P; Fachaurl . ceve Applicant
versus,
) {Jmion of Indis end others ,... Respondents,
L

vos L,
R s e
g

0/0 D.G. Department of Posts,
New_Delhi - 110_001.

- - - - oy 72 o

Thfough-— The P.M.G. U.P,Circle, Luckngw,

Subject: Petition against the order of rejecthntﬁ od
ne-

by the P.M.G, U.,P.Circle, Lucknow le8.
sppelats authorltJ against the appeal agaxnst
the orders of stoppage of next increment for :
2 years without commulative effect. it

Ref, P.M,G., U,P.Circle, mamo no. V19/M-1/3/87/4
dated 26.3.87 received under Director of
Accounts (PuUstel),U.P.Circle, Lucknow [Noe
Admn-i~(s)/P-3/Disc~ TR/400/274 dt.29. 6.1937.

e QmeO~0 =

Respected Sir, )

The petition showeth as unders-
{1) That while petitioner was working as Incharge,SHCU
Lucknow G4P.0s, he was required to get prenmaraed the list
of silent $,B, Accounts for the year 1984-85 prepared
persanaly under *he exgencies ellaharated in his written
defence submitted to the Disc. Authority on 14,8,1986,
refut.ng as given in lins 5 & §th of page d4th of the
Defenze the charges levelled against him vide memo lio.
Admn,1-(s)/P-3/1PP/AUTR-39 dated 2~T~1984,

{(2) That subsequently the appeal dated 29.9.86‘was filed
egainst the punjshment order Jated 10.9.06 issued by

the Diromtor of Accounts(Postal) U,P,Circle,lucknow vide
his office memo No,Admn.1(s)/P-III/HPP-TR-14E5 dated
10.,9,86 bufore the P.k'G, UsP.,Cizcle, Lucknow i,c. the
appellate authority. '

“he appeellate outlhurity observed no ccopse
for reducing *he punishment awarded thereby he confirmed
the punishment inflicted by the Lisc.Autrority and the .

anpeal was rejected.

Hence *hlq petition is prefarred on the grounds

and circumstarces narrated here as under:-

1o The precise allugationsg v-s viewed hy the Disc,
Authcrity as wcll as the appellate Authority are that h
the YGPELT levter Hoe 1-34/75-505 dzted 1.2.77 authorises
U.D.Cs 3BCO, ledyger clerk and APM (SB) to sttend the
work of prepiration of the list of 8ileht Accounts(SH)

Contdee..2/-

The Member (Personal), PeSTAL. (pEM-MCNT‘} B"W

B i

MY
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on payment of honcrarium et rates preécribed and 1s
prohibitzry in neture refrsining the 1/0 of SBCU to
ﬁﬁt pimaelf on the worx of nrzpr=tion of the list of
Sifgf;.Accoﬁnts and earn honorarium udndar the system
of 'checks onc balanées, cven to be calculated at the

very rmtes, available for UDC ladger clerk and ARM(53).

Contrary to tiis precedural rule it wes further
observed thet 'the potitioner cttended the suid work perzon-
ally by sitting late bzycnd normel duty hours end hés
claimed kKe. 211.10 towzrde honorarium by corrscting A.Holls

l and honorarium bills accordingly.

“ﬂﬁjﬁ\ Thus the act in violation of the said latter

' was recognised as mis-conduct and the petitioner was
punisghed with the stoppage of incremént for 2 years

without cumuletive sffect, allwoing the amount of Res.

211,10 within his purse.

The pleas of *he etitioner that the naturc of

- the said procedural rule circulated in the shape of
standing oxdsr is simply prohibtary without any akkex

—¢’ alternative and viblation of such instructidns does not

fl;nvolve moral *terpitude, thereby act could not be yxwer .

y

defined as mis-conduct, was not vlven any cogpizence by

these two authorities.

\y// ‘ . Thus the sppesllate orxder detco 26.3.87 petitioned
againet i besed on no statutory rules.
o : Fﬁrhher the punishment of ztopnage of increment
7h"7/ fcr 2 yeafg N s been pessed wf atthe stige whicn shadows

.

the cmolumanté'of pension since the petiotioner iz to
be permoted in 60@ 20% Scheme and reticegl within five
years is also de?ettive of lack of notice e-s enjoys by
S~ CCS(CCA)Hules 1965. | : _ ‘

As per records some UDCs have expressed thedir
unwillingness to attend the work of preporoticvn of list
of €ilent Accounis(3.) for the year 1984 which was to
be completed within the terget detes as circul=isd by
the A.0./C.0.(50), Lucknow.

The AQTCO(54), Lucknow vide applicafed dated
1.12.84 wss informed of the exgencies under Xhexpeting
which his kird pemsission was sought to allow the *
petitioner to put himscl? »hysically on the work on .
ﬁnngarium basie mich mnre earlicr the claim of honor-

i

arium was actuslly nreferred as o snacial case,

Contde..3/=
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R This sort of permission was not new to the Circle

ad nlstratlon 51nce +he Director Postal Services, Kanpur

Reélon, Kanpur has already issued permission to certain I/C
of SBCU within his renion to attend this specific work on
péyment ot honorarium becauss the wnly consideration at

that stage was that the work be inot suffered.

2. Admittedly the P.H.G.,U.P. Circle, Lucknow, while
cansidereing the appeal has not . evaluated (1! the necessary
Pros and Cons of the unqualified obligations imposed by
~= . the said DGP&T New Delhi letteridated 1.2.77 as to what the
_,~/" Ppstitioner should do to meet thé wor< more specifically
' when even the ADICO (SB),Luckntw was found ind#ifferent to
release furtﬁér instructions to,dispose of the request
for p rmission_pending with him, rather the appellate
aufhority has come out to cover'the laccnic order of the
discplinary authority by pleadiﬁg that the unwillingness
of some of the UDCs to attend the work on honorarium was
not the relevant excuse for the:1/C SHCO inciuding the
‘ petltlonnr. | |
ij Hence the decision as adooted by the appéllate
/éuthorlty, it appears, has been, passed with haste to
_'apprec1ate not .only the pervasive promise and follow-up
_ ~action assumeq:Erltlcal situation to envisage a suitable
\\Y/ follow-up on account of discriminatbry procedure addpted

by the other Regional iHeads wit%in their own Circles.

v7%\7% : Thpiwhole order is the%efdre, incensed by the
abuse of prejudice both to the petitionér and procedure
since on prbminént exhibit 1is the applicstion dtd. 1.12,84
to the AOICO (SB"Lucknow whlch proves that the contention

S of both the authorities i.e. DlSp. authority and appellate

-,

\ﬁr/authority tc support their stand is a figment of imagi-

|
nation otherwise nothing yoes on records, whatever they say.

3. It is further pleadedythat in order to see what
was actually in issue, your qoddself may kindly adjudicate
the pleacdings and the JUdJSWPﬂt of these two authorities
by applicetion of raﬂ%onc of natur“l justice based on

the following principles:- : “

‘ ! '
(a) A breach of = rule made by the Deptt. itself for

its convenience is XX marel: an irregularity and not an

/} illegality or misconduct. :
(b) The act will he considersd objectively in the larger
interect of work end by doing ihis it would bLe held that

Comtd.ind/=

i
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s Hw'the observetiosn of thase two sets of éuthcrities have
sff hot docided the unquglifiad obligation without other
; ‘alternative imposes by such departmental rulings.
As such their intention was invalid,
:E_B_d_!_E_B-
Wheréfpre on tne facis, circumstances and pleading
narrated in this petitionlit is prayed that the justice
Hi\ may now be done by placihg orders: - |
I (1) To set aéidez-
{a) The punishment of stoppage of increments for 2 years
without cummulative ettect a5 intlicted by the Uirector
of Accounts(Postal) U.P.Circle, Lucknow vide khis office
mema no. Adwn-1-(s)/P-111/{PP-TR-1485 deted 19.9.84,
!k ' (b) The appedlate order petitioned against and a s igsued

" by the P.M.t4, U.P,Circle, Lucknow vide hli offlce memo
— No. vig/M=-1/3/87/4 dated 26. 3 67

l(Z) To draw and disburse the arrear of increments thus | i
/%\ stopped on account of these impujned orders wee.f. 10.9.86
; at the earliest. '
*\V/ i ; 5\ With due regards,

Yours faithfully,

dhwv,cybgzuzﬁﬂmwh

( HeP. PACHAURI )
JeAJUo, '
0/0 The Director of Postal
-~ Accounts, Lucknow.

Notes - Copies of the memos records and documents, a
mention of which has been mades in this petition
are available. with the Dirsctor of Accounts(Postal),
UsP.Circle, Lucknow,»vho:is beiny requested this
day .to submit the petitién with the due comments
accompnied by the relevant papers throggh the

P.M.G. U.P.Circle, Lucknow as desirsd.
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- Union cf India and aﬁherq. S e "_',_f,v@pp.pafﬁiésw‘

OFFICE OF THE bmzr‘“o& OF eac‘:mmwstmsmm
umﬁt ”“Ru@m LUGKROW 296 H3®

NG. m@\.u'ﬂmm/wpf"a 159 ' pated 21.12.1985°

shrd. H,P.Pachaurs,
Sunior A.ﬂﬁcum,m G‘ﬁiti ey

Subs Detition of ghri H.P.Pachauri,

Jal efo the p.AlP), iucknow,
Rk s ok g

Bive \ |

In reference to ?;@‘*ék%»v‘**‘“igfﬁai/3/67f4 ioose

s g b

dated 4;;?14/’1@3 a copy of thwraﬂer No.ﬁwéﬁ‘!@ﬁn‘&whimdatm
22 .la 88 {@mginal) from the M@r‘ﬂser(?z‘r&umlel) postal

>Vl_‘SEEViCeS.E@arﬂ,@ak‘BhaWan;-N@W Pelhi, containing decision
- of Menber(P) iu petition case ofShyil H.P.Pachuuri,Jac

C/0 DAl (P) tucknow is forwarded herewith for

_information.

‘Yors falthfully
84/-1114gibls,
ACCOUNTS OFFICER

-

b

Veri fie g, Trone Copy Sllentct AN, 2(8) , 2

Jecren

. <P /l/a ‘:_}', wa -l

A .
 Adv, I

H%hﬂmuﬂ L“a<wnqmgnaa
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NO.ADMN/1(8)/DISC.Hpr/ | DATEDs - /12/1988

Copy forwarded tose

1. The rostmaster Géneral.U.P.Circle, Lucknow,with

reference te his No.Vig/M-1/87/4,ic0se dated 4.12.88,
The receipt of this.mfﬁicé'iile‘nooﬁdmn,iﬁs}/?gzz;ZHPPl
(Bise) CRS‘& Gervice Book are hepeby acknowledgeed,

2. ARC.administrative ao@ks.
Service Booke

3.9, A.to DD for » | |
CeAFortion, ‘

%d/ﬂIlllgible

ACCOUNTS @FFICER. |
ADMN:1(s8)

Vi fied. Ivin Copy oldefes.
@ Fecmne:
- RV Fwa )

A('iV. .
High Court Lo elcrnzy Ram el



Before the Central Adminéstrative Tribunal at Allahabads
Sitting at Luckncw. S

. Verqua _ .
Union of Inﬁla and @thera voe Opposite parties.

NQ.2~484/88~V19.IK§ ‘
GOVERNMENT OF INDIA

MINISTRI OF ﬁWﬁiQﬁTI@NS
DEPARTMENT OF PﬁﬁTﬁo '

. 22 NCV.1988
DAR BHAWAN -
‘ | PARLIAMENT STREET
| e NEW DELHI,
~2RRER. - | o

Ehxi He ?.Pachauxi.J.A. by ?ﬁractor(?estal &n&aunts)
Lucknow,has suamltted ‘a petition dated 24, 7.87,agaznst
the orders of ﬁirector of Ameountsiﬁostal)£W‘aatédl@ 9. 86
imposing the p@naltx ef withbwldxng of his next incregfe
ment fory two years without cumuiative effect and upheld

by PMG U.P.Circle L¥ by order dated 26,3.87,

2 ‘Miﬂérvpenaiﬁy‘pfnce961ngs:were initiated against him

on 2.7,86 on the imputation statedsbelow brieflys

* While working as J.A.0.SBOO M, he was entrusted

‘with the work of getting the list of silent 8.B.Accounts
- fop the‘year 1984-85 prepared. Fbr doing this work UDC SBCa

Ledger clerk and Apm(sﬁ¢ are only entitled to get honara—
arium as per Direatoraxe instructions.J«d.00ds not enti-

tled to any h@noariﬂm +The *.AQ is expected to test check

few entries in euch list and this work he is expected to
do du;ing\cﬁfiee hours.The petitioner is a&legeﬁltg‘héve
claimed an honorarium of fs.211.10 by scoring cut the name
of 5/shri D.K.Srivastava and Shyamshunder UDCs.and inciude
ing his name and managed to draw honorarium although he

was not entitled for the gaid honorarium®.Thus it is

alleged he cantravened Bule 3{1j{i) of ccs&aonduct)
Rules 1964%, :

3 The crux of the problem im this case is that the
petitioner is not entitied to claim honorarium for the

' sved
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work detailed in.the foregoing para.He not only draw
honorarium but in the process deleted the names of two
UDCs and inserted his name, although his name did not
figure origxnally in the said honoraria bills,The
appllate authority held that"though the amount is small
the intention of the Appellant is estsblished to be
dishonest" while rejecting the appeal of'the petitioner,

4, Besides tracing the history of the case,the petition
brings out that{a) the petitioner attended the work
personally by sitting late beyond normal duty hours and
claimed rs,211.10 towards honorarium and thus this act
of the petitioner is not against the spirit of Director-
ate's instractionsky(b)ihat the said punishmant affects
his pension and promotion;(c) that AC ICC0(SB) was
informed of the exigencies of workand his permission
sought to allow the petitioner to dou the work smsxkix
on honorarium basis; (d) that the appellate authority had

- not applied its mind properly;{e) that breach of a rule

made by the depgrtment is merely an irregularity and not
ab'illegality® or'misconduct' and finally prays for
setting aside the appellate order,

5, None of the contentions raised by the petitiorer is

‘tensble, from the records,; it is seen that instead of

pursuing action against the UDCs who refuse to do the we

‘work,he,on his own accordsperformed the said work for

getting honorarium= an unintended benefit--which is

_irregular,Thus,reporting to A0 ICO(SB) regarding exigen-

cies of work cannot hold good;dpart from this, the
petitionerhas chosen to forgot an important aspect of thi
casel.z.substituting his name in the place of UDCs,when
originally he had not shown his name at all in the honer

- arium bills,This action on the part of thepetitioner is
- highly undesirable.Records indicate that the appellate

Authority had come to a decision only after taking into

‘account, the facts and circumstances of the case as the

Appellant taxmxkapkishesximxiexiiehn order itself states
that",..the intention of the appellant is established tc

be dishonest,..,"Thus,it is seen that tne petitioner ha=

attenpted to derive an unintended benefit and contesting
whether breach ofa xule is an‘illegality‘of misconduct!
or not only amounts to side-tracking the issue.

00003



while the penalty does not affect the amount of
pension, his promoticn would be considered’ after
currency of punishment,as per prescribed procedure,
Thug ,there is no ground to interceds on behalf of
the petitioner ,The petition deserves to be rejected.

6 In excrcise of povers conferred under iule 29
of Ces(CCa) Rules 1965, I reject the»peéiaima ‘

ziii/ “KQ ? o aka$h
{ KAILASH pmmm
m&mim&s&mﬁ& POSTAL SERVICES
~ BOARD, |

§hrd HabyPachortae,

ﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁow A‘A"‘Q' o | - o

edde

V‘A"fi e.oQ jw C,Q.T:.Y aj(C&L&.oe
/4k¢'» ‘
Ady, o
High (,kourt’Lu u<w.'—.%);&u.e,2.
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' | ~ In the Central AdMinistrative riunal, Circuit Bench, 'mrékmw, "
[PUIE S A | e of 1990
______ i Y ! HoPo mwri ecee 000.‘0 - Applmant
\'( versus,

Unidon of Indis and othe€rs ,... Respondenta,
, | BPPa U/S 19 of CAT pot 395,
 meeges o, 16

OFFICE OF THE DIAECTOR OF ACCOUNTS(POSTAL)
U.P.CIACLE, LUCKNUW 226 018

5y
- e e s AN

o NO.ADHNLI(S)/P=111/HPP/CR/ALVERSE/B3-84/) (29 DATED: 02[/3/88
.
| ME MO
Witn reference ta his répresentatinn lettsr dated 15th
February, 1988 3hri H.P,Pachauri, Jr. Accaounts Officer, is
-~ lﬁaseby intimated that his appeal against the adverse remarks

. ‘recorded in his CR sheet for tggg:jﬁ was forwarded to P.M.G.
*f U.P. Circle vide LD No.l\dmr‘).I(S)/P-IlI\/CR/Advel\*se remarks/
o ,  83‘84/HPP/6D6 dated 6.11.87. Further the Direotor of Accounts

”/1\ :(Hostai) U,H; Circle, Lucknaw has permitted him to see the

P.#.G. U.P. Circle, Lucknow with refefence to his case.

L - . ACCOUNTY BFPIE

ADMINISTRATI SECRET)

QiL;\ "To, : _
‘Y | 5hri H.P. Pachauyri ' l|eal ek
. o , -
' Jr. Accounts Ufficer. . V‘W‘f““’(z i C'Wy
. 0/u the D.P.A,,L cknow ' . — o
} - * . SV . Trommn:
: iR_ (l/c ngnui 7
; .  Adwv. :
. ' | emeds,

dm/150388 S High Court  Lurdene e



In the Central dMinistratiye irikunal, Cirouit Bench, m—‘;kmw. ,

<« T . - 0., . of 1990
N : Dated :
- H.P, Pachaurl ... cone Applicant
‘h{'J versus,
Union of India and others evee Respondents,
Y ‘ " ’ ' t T -
P 7 , / .
™~ | ' @fce of the Director of Postal Services
BT j OFFS o cptty, Pegion, Yogayog Bhawan
' sﬂ,\%ﬁ», T R ce b‘dﬂlh Floor) Caloutta-700012
\/(w/ & . '
o RN Y ¥ - 9 .
o )G, pPCc/cii/Corr- 281(a) | 5, 2. 6
i.. - “ "‘t"" ].00.00vooon‘o'-cctoo.l‘f,".}
Pachouri,
)(‘ Wr J ‘r‘ ® ¢ 0 0 S 00 P 29 06 N e N
- While you have earned a good report for the year 19_83 1984

in respect of some items,uncomplementary comments against some {tems
hhad to be made. They are brought. to your notice in order that you

- should be made aware of them and so that you should make special
1!7 efforts during the current year and in the following years to overcome
these shortcomings. 1t is hoped that your work in future will he of
such a character as to remove effect of these bad entries,

. Please ackrowledge the receipt of this 1etter and return ;
~one copy imediately to the undersigned by name,

Yours sincerel

H, P, Pachauri, JAO B (-

< M Lopestiien . Panky pee.

F Q‘t%&‘ﬁa&k. e be. . k‘L"\acA

‘7’/ Itcm No. ' ' ' Cornmnts.

(6) A, Agrecd to the extent that ne atitended too! J<ct10ns
: in tiie last wonti; of Harch,84, uis attifuderr had

always been found ngn-cogpezst;vg towgrds t.ie
staff and inspecting officers,

v (17) B. The official prepared interest for the year 1983
‘ €4 which was the worl oi LuC, The conperned

oA | staff resented o it and tue payment was there-
L,P:SQ, : fore disalloved,

e

High éourt’ EVSUIRVSRY I PR



\ In the Central AdMinistrative iribunal, Circu it Bench, anknow‘
;o ' '
O, of 1990
- | Deted
?i Pachauri eoeo sese ‘ Applicant
versus,
Union of India end others evee Respondents g
t J
£EF.. u/s 19 of CAT ot lgﬁ.
Qog
ihe POt Easter Geueral,
TePe Cirele,
4\ Iugknow.
ﬁ/("'j

Throughs Proper Ciannade

) ey
Buds Appeal ngalngt tho alvecse entries Fecaded
by Sari 8ePeOdhay DeP.Se Luokuow Regiony
Incknow in Gede L0 the yawr 1983-84 vide
his 5C.IPU/0R/Mocr-Rukiy 281 (9) datod 2.7.86
roerded under DeP.A. Iuoknow letter
KOQWJ/ OWP/ER 608 dated 17«T86.

Regpecied Bir,

¥ith profound renpesty it 18 10 appeal in your kind
houci by the folicwing few lines far your kind ocnsidera~
t1lop and meroiful decieions~

LY

| Phe learned DePofe Lielnow Regione Iuok.cw Sard S.P.
Ojha raccrded adverse entries in the C.ie of the appesllant
arxirst item H046 md 17 on the et that the avreallant
attenied the wirk cl gsetilememt ©f objecticus in the last
daye o Hareh, 1384, and hie attitude wae non~:OCperative
twaeds vue 8talf and inepeotin; offioers. Purther the
appeallapt preferred the lutercsy statement £0r the year
198384 cn the ho.oracia bill thereof war disalloweds The
copy ¢’ he letter of the Learned DePe”. iz aavexed 'A'e

Az ragacds Comment [ice(6) A, the lia‘.:ility fa
asgttlemant Of Chjectiong raised by SeB.CeU. Staff rgste cu
EeBe Stuff of Hel.Ce Infact the Objectiune afe persued by
tae UaD.0p cCnoerned a.d o0mpliauce is d0ne by the TeBe
From beiining of Azridl 60 ihe end of Febwuary 1984y neither
UsDelB ntiemp od tC tetile the Objectious. Cousequan ly the
an eallont beins Tncharge of the SeBeCe0e perscnally contactod
the 2ete Luoknow and roquesied him tC pros- his staff 40 settl
tae Objacticus at vheearliest pcieiblg. Ine %0 aproaliant's
aoGaraiion 40 5. . braoeh and TeTCele and efiorts more than
75 peresnt of e new Objectione and 30 perewnt of 614
chjecticne wer. cettlad in March 1984. The ap el ants
cooperation q:d efraw:s a d endegvour wor o orecigted by the
2.0 Thed Aethan, Shel Dakheha “ing.w alias Uawaldi =4
vogh Master Vielnowe Che eCrment ©° non=:0Cpgraticn i very

eo.fusii: as thee. @ c¢lear rulec Fegarding the datieo of all

-”ovemm]ntmmxta. “he apellant heing J+A.0; amd Tnehwers ~e




-i."«
SeBeCele tried at his luvel besct %0 eOmplste Lie
rorpongibilitics. Turiss loghargestip mare thae T0 peroent
of the (balaaces® O tho) Tk denddrs were afeed waich 4o in
1tec1f unijue in e hietory of o8040, 0f Iucknow GePele
All this wae puevrible Guly due 14 ¢OCperation betwewn the
Ipeharge aod tue BvAl) wocking uudwe him OV .(Lfwise such
nakvel .Cus prc red would nct Lave teel poscible a.d Lhis mup

e judged by examining the progeces Of the paried of ap-ellaut

predecescars amd puccessrs, 8¢ far ae the Inspectiug
Aehorities gfv clicoPuedy apealiant telis the Incharge of
543400 tried at .is lyvel Lost tC provide all reexds ang
infarantingy demanded a.d ar-as ed &l facilities t0 tham.
If s eal .aut had not ~OCpePated 16 imspectinr mutharities,
they would nave pOinted cut iv on the 8pot. Jhe enbry in
eomant regading nou=cosgratitu after a perind of 23 years
is produet of sftwr thought, 1o megd On pereonal grudge fae
walel the vervices of loyal o ¢ iantcent apeallant ie heine
izfringed.

€0 far ihe coment uuder pare (17) D ie evncernaly
the hu ble area. ant di) nut prepare any interest ctatement
during the yers 1983«81 for which ndverse eculry had been
reoccded in she Cets OF 198384, likawide no hinomarig bill

@ preparing amgy icteceft slatoment io the year 1983-8i4,

iharefQey tug Jrotiicn for dimeallowisic the bill 41id not
arisce It i3 very Strauge ad b of dmaginaticn gs tC how
thie renark hae been reoarded by the iaaenod reportin- and
Peviewin; auiharities.

lowavasy the mesliart prepared the interest stasemem
in the mouih of Apcily Ry ad June 1984 e.d this wurk roliatet
$% the yeor 198485, nut t0 the year 1993-84 whisch hae hgen
rge@ded in the Cole OO 1983764,

Thus it it a.parent smt the alveree entries im the
apeallant'e Ceie fO the yomr 1383764 have becn Peccrded
purely on perscaal grudge a.d prejudisiaily by tue learued
a ! rerpeslted raportin aubhority and the gam. has ‘aeen
rcpeated by the learued and kind revicwing suthority.

Sluee yowr goodself e woll known for Jwtice o 4
mereifuliecs eousidera: idny the humble apeallapt praye with
roldad hands 30 kindly desue your sccd Ocders quasainy and

0003 '



Vs

exunjing i adverse eutPies awarded by the learn: 3, kind and
Porneotad DT Te Tumknow Ragiony Tuoknow w0 that the plows
aeEvLos ©i W loyal apeai aut D@y be saved £rom any danage
far waich the apveallamt will remain ever geateful $0 you.

nj-

With best regerds.
.

s |  Yours fastatally,

D Y. .
T2 D A, . ' bt hard
Datod 14.8.1986 | ¢ ‘//OM‘)”’ o N
1 (liwd F2acad Paohgwd)
Juniar Accownte Orfioer,
(SeBeCele imcknow)

How Cff4ce of the Directar of Ascounts,
~N : ' ’ ?oﬂ‘al TP Oﬂm’ /ﬂiﬂﬂm, :

Luaoknow,

/i\ o \/w't,u,g’ V""Tu‘cc'm M eataol
v S, Fe st o

> R T,

AQvV.
Hig'd Court | Lotk > Poem i,
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m-r“m” OF THE mnsefc’fﬁ/or ACCfJUNTS(PD‘%TAL)
- UWP. chcu:; Lucmﬁw. 226 518 .

ANero,QE =

The Postmastar Generel, U.P. Clrcla. Lucknow
~ pleased to appoint the follow‘ing Junmr Accounte Office?s
as Deputy-Accounts Officers to the higher f‘unctional grade ;

of R.2000-60-2300~EB-75-3200/= With affeet FTom tho date :
noted against each offier unde?, the upgraded 80 per cent
schema of restructuring of cadraeof Juﬁior Accdunts Mdﬁ
o " Officers in the Postal Accoums argénisations in ‘accordancey
/‘*~ the D.G. (Posts) Letter No.37(8)/87 PA-Admn.I/‘IH dated ' -
€ 108987, - i T )
Faux Seloction Grade Junior Accounte foicers ars .
radoslgnatam as Deputy ﬂcc:mnts Of'ficora wit’h offoct from . -
ist Apr:.l. 1987. ' T { c ‘ BRI I ' . \5
"y Do - .,:.;.an’-. . (
- SL.M.. Neme b the_fo-‘icdrs IJ ' Date of eff‘cct | b
| 1. 3/5?11‘3. Rameshmthandra Dui.va;!i - d 4087(39425419”3150")
{" ‘ 2 , Yo@and:a Fal Shouﬁg ' . 1.4, 37 1: "
;[\ 3, | Sr{ Kant Tiwari — ‘n, 1 4, a‘j E '_.,,” . ‘ ,
a4 4.’ Kanhaiya Lal Tondon | o _%J .37 S - 5
S. Jaéahar Lal Pubby K PR X 4487." t
‘ 6.  Amzad ‘AlL Y N 4.9, S
7 Virendra Kumar Dwivedi : ' 1.4, 84’ v &
8 Kishan Swaroop L 1. 4&87 ‘ o -..__‘\
"‘ 5, Suresh Kumar Asthana s y ,,1.4.87"‘ -,
: 10, Jitandra Kumar 2 “4,"'}#4“ ” ' »:1.4‘.»8.7" B ) .
1, Surusk’' Chandra Agéi-waJ.._ o o ’4"5’1_"_," K
- ‘2. Arun Kumar- Agarwal ' - . . ' {ed4 57‘ LT T C
Ry 30 Ronchacon mourya . tud.8F
N 4. Mata Pher‘Pandéy - _ - 4u4,87 i
Y '?"«\ P.S. Saxena e 1.4, 0'{ | o ‘3‘
16¢ ““Sushil Kumer Varma® < . 4 4,87, RN
1700 shwaiy Singh Rathor . - 1.4.8] .
8. Wiy Kymaz ‘Mishra o'y Cy i 1e-ut . a“””" SO 3
‘9, Rai Kumas S.’mgh«Sg&a:t . . _”:. m1.4.1%1 3 ] Y
R N T ) Gopal Bajpat N N, - 1,4.33' | ' :
: - \',:.- o S R \ L f (PTO)
- " S Wt E..u,‘ {“;C ] :j‘ T .'5,
[ et K




FFICE OF YRE DIN 0K CF ACCOUNTS(POSTAL) :
LL.PJLCIRCLENEMUCKNDW =226 018, o7 .
J. . Y AN EXURE-20

FICE QRDFR D, 2B4 FDATED:.B.ti.BQ,

Chief Post Master General, U.P.Civcle, Lucknow

: Cto o oppoint the following Jr.Accounts Officers @

. &' hohenounts Officers (Gr,'L  Gazetted) in tha scale o

LA TG0 ~2300~E8~75-3200/- with ﬂffact fYom the data noted
ceiabh mach of ficor undon upgradud ’ﬁ/wchemu of restrc-
Crufing of cadrfe of Jr,Accounts in Postal Accounts

ousntian in aconordanco with Dﬁ(Pnatu)lnttcr NoJH{u)/
Tl e /1 st 1YL .07 . ‘

Lo wWsgn of the officols Date of effaoct
f/ i H L P, Pachauri 30,10.89 (F.N.)
- codl D, Dwivedd 30,10.89 (F.N.)
S, 3wri ALPUNLIingh 30.10.89 (F.N.) "
i, ChmioLaljii Singh : 30.10.89 (F.N.)
o shei Heti Pans Ram (9C) 30.10.89 (F.N.¥
.  Shri Radhey Shyam (SC) 30.10.89 (F.N.)
7. SnTi Mani Pam (sc) 30.12.8% (F.N.)
g Shei Suraj pPal Rushker (90) D, 10,85 (F.NL)

Annointment of Shri Lalji Singh J.A.0. in the cadre of
sztit.Accounts DfFlﬁnrwsubvgct to the condition that No
«JA,nar//vlg danca caue 10 pvndlng agdinst hlm in 9BCO

scknogw under pPpst Master, G.P.0, Lucknow,
P tThe rate of Suh5cription of C.G.E.G.I.9. mﬂyube mada

the enhanced rete from their salmry from 1.1.90.

!

. i
¢

.

.o 1 Rt%;ﬁn -
L AN & 7

f.ﬁdmn,liﬁ)/PwTI/Promo+ion as AAB/BQ. ﬂ%“ 5 Jt£§'1

Tupy forwsrded for information and nece bsary actmon ta:

i Acogunts QDfficer/aden, 171,
¢@ﬁf Gfficor Chancorned, . -
Y. Sorvice Book/Porsonal File of the Dfficers,.
4, -H.D,P.5. Allahabs d/Kanpur/JGhrudun/Lucthw.'
S, Pecounts Officer, PRT Civil Dn.lehradun/Lucknow.
" . Acoounts Officer IC0(5B),Dehradun/Lucknow/Kanpuz/
}q' - Allanahsd, o : _
I PFost Magter xgh:adun/Luckngw/Kan;ux/vilahabad/
Varanasi .
T ADG(PA-Wing) % the UG(Posts)New Delhi.
T Supd i, LS Kangur, '
T2, ToP¥iG, UP ‘\”rlc, Luckrow,
i, QD¥fice Order Filc,
‘e Watics joord, y .
5L sane : SR g
. Agcounts DFfLQgL,W
(}'lf /*u’ﬂnal’( i
*SVFT1189 {t{ @7}“\? AN
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAPMLVE © RIBUNAL

S+ CLROUIL BRNGH, LUCKOW / -
Foo  MLP. BO. ge/l(L) ot 1991
- o | ’LN-vRﬁ, . -

Hori Presad Pachauri » coee . foplicant

A

Versus

Union of Indis sud others ... " Respondeuts

Qvis KO 24/90(L) of 1990

=

Under -1_9 of CA’“.L‘ Asct -85

, | & s REJOINDER = AFFL DAY Ii

- ON BIZHALF OF UHE APPLICANE TO IHE COUNE R - AFFLNAVIT

.

FILED BY ©HR RESPONDENDS NO, 1 10-3

( Rule 12 of C4l' ( Procedure) Rules -87)

- For ﬁhr:a facte and ci reunstances narrebed |
p\ﬁc‘w _’ in the accompmylng re - omder u;fflduvit o]¢! oehali

=y o ,
& DR of the zq)pli_cunt to the cowt er - o.,ffld,a\fit 'filed

on vehalf ou the resm;:cients 1§04 1 to. a it is very

\

: | humbl y submitt ed 'aﬂ(i,_p reyed that this Hon'ble
g} J\MM © Pribuaal be Vory gracwu%y pl cs:eo to gzun“k; the

| <  relief(s) prayed for in Ok o, zz,/9o(L) of 1990

_ az’\\\"’\qi by rejecting the counber - affidevit filed by the
SN Respondents with cost by issue of ordefs aud
: commands in shegpe 0f & writ of mandsmus in favour

of the appli’cmt' and sgalnst the ReSpondén-ts
no. 1 to 3 and c,j.low;z.ng, the O. As 1O fé/90(L) 1990
. ' with cocts.
Luckuow Dab e£ -V, Tiwarl @/
. - © Advocats /ew
De 291 Figh Court - Counsel for the appllcunt

Luckagw L ooh
(Reg. No, 478 /53)

. N S
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gm&@m%vxwrwm TRIBTN AL

L . GIRGUIN BFNCH , LUCKUOY

Hari Prasad Pachsumi coeee Apflice,ut .

N

"Union of Indig and|others ..... h Resp‘ondenfs

O. b 1O. 24/90(1) of 1990

(o S U/$ 19 of CAT pct -85

, *vac LEDRR = AFRIDAVIE
\ |

O _BWHALF OF‘ IH® AI]PLLOAJN‘J.‘ 10 THR COUNLRR - AF"T'J.DAVLE

v 7 , FTLFﬂ BY THE R¥ SPO;IDPNI‘S N0, 1 10 3 .

] ‘ ; -
I, Horl Presad Pachaurd, sged gbout Ef yesrs
v . son of Sri Rem Sweroop working o8 fuw s Os { G =B Gozetted),
kA | 0/0 The D A. (P) U.P. Circle, Tuck:ow, %0 friveni N 8E8 Ty

Tuckoow, G0 hereby teke ogbh aud depose here as under t-

1. ihet the deponent is the applicsutin the o

4';5._ ~ gfore ssid cese and is fully conversant with the facts

w:..:::;/ ~ and elrcumstgnces of the case,

’ e That the depor-em:"h o6 read the counter aifldavit
i | filed by one Sri S. R, ibai, O, o/b\ The De 4 (P) WP,
) | ci rcie Lucknow by megns of an Affidevit dated 11, 291

on beh.al.f' of the Bespoﬁdents 160. 1 to 5 of the O. A

\
WO, 91/90(1;) of 1990 snd his understood the contenta

L) 20.00
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- thereof which has ‘been also explaiued to him,

3, Thet the coutents of paras 3 3(1)(4i) of

the counter ai‘:ﬁijdavit filed by the Respondents

under Ahead.'-l.}jIEF PACPS Of‘ THE_,C,ASE- is not correct,
fslse snd mis -léadi"ng hence denied except is‘sﬁe of
\‘ ' Men‘z_o'fandwn of ch a,é;es deted 97,1986, impugned O'rder
K c dated 10.9.86 appellat’e order dsted 26 3.87, and;-_' .
| the order of the revising authori‘;:y dated 2141288 -
' - : | which has belng 'chall_enge"d by fhe deponent'on one
| °£ ﬁhe ground of 'o,rder's belng based on no'legal‘
évidence .'amongsﬁj others by' filiug the present
appiication before the‘ Hon'ble Tz;i‘éunal' or 22 1, 96
v_fithiaj‘sgep arste .ap.p‘licat'iOﬁ !Under Séctioﬁ -21 of
C4T pct ;85 foj;-YCOndonation of d.eiay which was

registered ss G, No. 4%/90(L) of 1990. -

Furt len, ‘contents of para 373 (il) is
irrelévaglt sAin'c‘e the-mvbhve.of the appli'cg;',tion to
emend the pleint of 0. A No. 24/90(L) of -19§O
which hss been Ijegiste"red wider No. 68/91(L) of‘
1991 for ~cc'm,t:,idera,t‘ion eud ord.ers‘ by this Hoh'bie
'.'L"-ribunal ‘end to state any thing would be ‘pre.;
’ms:.itured che.mise the whoie ngrretion rélate to

o fact vhich dic not exist hence denied emphzticsllys

: Phe order dsted 16 11,90' Annéxure R -2 of

the counter -affidavit does not disclose eny resson
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csn not gmount to0 zdjudicstion. Remerks expunged

,\) 4 but fresh entry ;{allowed to ve made 1in reSpect of the

~Y facts foﬁning bajfsis- of the un -sustainsble pst,

. ,therefOre, there} is 5 close possibility thst Reééon -
et NO. 5 wes c,nhOyed becguse 0of filing of this

apnlicstion before t‘he Hon'ble Tribuusls

¥y | ' The expunge order being non -spesking order

\

’& : held bad in tha-eyes of 1aw and rules of P&T man.
Vol, .iii Rule 174(1.5) in addition to the allegotions
of laches. T pores 18 of the gpplicstion bpfore the

. " amendments sought .r.nd cu.lSO Du P& lptter no, N/4/78 -
5. Y :
P . Disc - i dsbed 19 478

|
1
|

“ o | 4 Thet since no sppesl lies sgeinst the onder

o ‘ 1 ’ )
~ : . of the Hon'ble Member (P), Postsl Board, New Delhi

N . . - . ) \
fnexure A-18 and as the spplicant has decided not
to submit g memorisl to the Hou'ble President, which

in auy csse is not deemed t0 be s remedy Under

Section 21(3) of the C. AT Act -85, the applicetion

is obviously maint éinabl ey 'becausé by filing petition

sgalust the zppell ’ce Order Gdated 20 5.87 Ainexure -

A vlﬁ'thg app‘licant ..'d.eponent has utilized not a
naked or gost l'act ﬁght ‘rether he has sttempted to
J'+?/PMNM' octnin relief substa,n‘blﬂl in n'ﬂ:vre under the -

pmvisxops of CCS( CCA) Rules 685,

b

Se That the contents of para 4 of the.counter

...4...
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Supreme Court in case DILBAGH RAL FERRY VS, UNION
OF INDIA reporbed in (1974) 1 SLR . .
8. That this Hon'vle T'ribunal while admitting
the epplicetion on 1. 21990 has directed that -

I -
Opnortunity would be given for Respondént's to a1gué

on this count gt the time of flrval heanné, did not

besr :fmit &8’ held by the Hon'ble S« Co in Madras

Court Tru.st Vs Hymanshu Int erna.tlonal repo'rt ed

in (1979) 1 SLR 7 &, beceuse once the discretion

has ;xercised by# the Hon'ole Tribunsl st t he st e
of admission of fhe ,:ppllcqtlon, it may refuse to
entertsin the Objectious on thls ,ground alone gt
the st age of i‘ininl hesring as has been held in

czge of J,P. Shukla'\fs, Um.on of India, repo 1t ed

in (1990) 12 ATCM?&( JAB).

9. fhat the I-Ton nlp I\fremoer (P), Pos’cal Rosrd,

| New Delm, is sn wthomty subordinate to the

Union Govt, cenceémed and competent to sfford relief

upon the subject —matter of the sppesl Annexure
S |

4~-12 under reviéiou filed urder Pule 2 oL COS(CCA)

Rules 19 68 by -d'eaiing in the manner ss i»f it were
an zppecal vy péssﬂ.ng speakin'g and réa.soned order

end provisions to compute the limitation sleo™: .

‘includes even a non -statutory representestion end

! . N
os such Objection raised ogeinst limitabtion oy the

Respolgdenté in pera & of their counter sffidavit

... 6..
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though in g very special aud contingent circumstances

Y

~and has l‘equeutpd thet the charges ore vegue and

r

ligole to be quashed. o | ‘ | - [

] : ' ~'i

"i'h‘is sllegatidn hes wo where in the counter -

sifiaavlt been confrqveneﬂ, by the Re m:mdeni‘e rether

g,(v

| the whole pores 3 s (i)(il) and (11,1) are merely

asrretion in repest ation of t he alleffationé of the

- IV'PmO'r“c.nﬁUlI' of chnrﬂes AnlieXure A 7 in thelr Own

way. This al €0 shows thnt the Disc. Authoﬂty had

lgboured hard to make up his mind to chagesheet‘

- the deponent even oy mis placing of onus in this

case, Nence denied emphaticslly . .

11. thet the com;pnts of pcra 3 :(J.) is false

~

wd full of mconsz,st ency when read w:Lth the enquiry
report d-_ate'd 20. £ 8BE&. Ant‘:lexu‘re h~6 ‘and. also the
Mpmm,r\dvm of chgrges npexure A 7 whloh res ds

s U der $ —

(1) " mqulry report‘. on peg¢e -8 - Sri R K Psl

P A’ Admrl'.ﬁ......'.@..'.'01‘nOt .......O..."

(.'-ii) " st étanent of imput'atiogsla,t.t ached t'o the
meno randun o,f charges ; but lzter oxﬁ. he
‘scored out Ceereeteicacences ON 08.12.84
the neame of Sri DK Srlvas‘tava aﬁd Shyem

Sunder UDGs. in the b;.ll. "

.oo8oo.
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1% Th at The conten’rs oﬁ) aras 6 of the counter

offi Gchlt is crlue, concocted and misleading hence
IR R B denied. end chgllenged belng a dllatory plea without
appreéi atui.n,g the conténts of para 1 of .t he o»riginal;
application.' - -
‘The denon'ejnt réi’ce'r'ates the cont'ents"of
p'*ra,s £ of the gpplication in 01der to.- ;uLpeuch the
{ veruca.ty of contents oi p. 18, 6 of the countnr cffJ davit
/{ b filed by the respondent and .o say theat it was no -
“part of the duty of the qpplicaut deponant to
initiste Disc. uctlon vccibst the defaulters whlle
the A.O. mo( ),, and’the 'mrectorpostal Ser¥ices
Lucknow , to whom %he repovt;s Anpexure A 1 and
. A -2 were repectedly e:ddres'sed.with no response,
;*‘é thé Disc. Authority and n‘,I_Jpoim::l.n,g cm’c}wor:i.t;y
of the Sta,fi‘ SBCO under their cOlPlqu‘bI'athP

cont rol,

It is not opened to the respondents in shsence .

of any step tsken to initiate the desired Disc.

(P,Ioceediugs agalaust the defaulters and to csll thenm

o account for such job -~indiscipline b such a

A
- 'be_iated stage, o0 say that the deponant hss not
. . been prejudiced already coused of the stage when

the respoudents were requested to suggest altemastive
and slso 0 sccord spprovel to engase himself 1. e.

the spolicant ~depouedt without sny response.

. 009-00
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'13  ihat the coatents of para 7 of the counber -
- affidavit need no reply. . : ' N
14, Theat the coutents of para 8, ' ss it goes ,

are the poOr pIroxy showing scaat courtesy'to the
101l of the applicant - deponent which was limited
to s’uppiy ofinfonngtio'n efoo’ut dt{t,ies\,e;];ot:ced to |
thevlstaff'{mder his supewision snd refussl or

any ;ll-atu-re 6f insubordingtion, which/wais made. \
The -ReSpdnden’Gs onice wa'sréd their ri,giht to
!l@ninistér? thgbpératioa of the businesé Aot rusted
t§ th‘ei;r ‘assig,nment al_'é -aow stoppe‘d't-o ‘delve into
the. dgcision of the' ,deponent 'remotedl‘\;y' out ldgicslly
flowed fmxﬁ the‘employéd' consent out of their |

keeping mum over the-pemission sought to accord .

spproval to deploy himself on the job required

%0 be completed by 31 12 1984 under the antece -

dé'nts all resdy reported oa the principles of '

pith and substance rule hence deuied specifically.

15, Thet the contents of para 9 of the couater

affidavit is simply illusory without sny distine-’

tion between misrepresent stion- as to the character

- of t};e sllegstions by issuance of the memo ran dum

3t charges and contents of documeuts snnexed to

the epplication as such are deaieds

90010000' |
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16; . That the contents of para 10 of the counter

»afi‘idavi’c- are n'ot correét, felse and miscéns’c rued facfs
in a'very cursory manuer taking afrex‘y’untenab'lé‘and
uﬁjust view hence deni ed emphstically, It elsd does not
go td discharge'the li\abeil‘ity to rebute thé sll eg,éfcioz;s
of pa.ra'?-of'tk'le origingl epplicstion end also the

' fj.'nding,;s'of the é@uiry_ repo1t deabed Lo e BE Aniwx,ure

. !

A =S

R \

17, Theat the conténts of pars 11 of the oo’unter‘_'
E affidavit as fil-ed by the 'Resi)ondenjts failed to
CE)mprehend how such ax; impo rﬁantA Question o_i‘ facts émi '
law in. the cont‘ext of thé charges and oue énd the seame
subject metter of insertion of naie allegedly after
senction of bill-of honoraljiimfin‘ question in the -
.'cu‘s’c‘o"d,y of fhé charged Go§ft._ sen‘r‘ant nsmelg} Sri Bédloo
Remithe';then bill clexk,. unfolding the rat‘ional. p rocess |
which made the_concquted pmse’cufion“sto.;y helpless to
infer otherwise then W}\lat hag been ailegaﬁ\ed by the
-epplipan‘t deponer;f in pars 8 of the };pplic;:d:ion sb such
a‘belé:d;.ed ‘st'age and also the statement dated 14 % 85
of Sri Badloo Ram ma&e bef(bre trhe Enquiry Oifi‘&él' which-
mns as ur;dériz-d- | -

" Syi Bédloo Ran bill clerk account branch, in his

| WS dabed 14 %85 stabed that the bill emd 4 Roll

' \was/l'eceiVed by him and there were olready |

.. corrections in the bill sud A ROLL eeceveees M

18, ) ‘l‘h'at'th-e conteats of paras 14 18, 16,17 and 18 of
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- ‘the counter affidavit need ao. reply t0 the extent
e : . ~
of emposition of pendlty and the rest of the
¢ !

contentions being incorrect are denied.

—~ o | ‘ . The H_bn'l‘ol'e M‘émbel(P),_ ‘1?|ost-,‘:;1 Boardy l\‘{ev.v‘
- _De,lhi :Ls ‘vest ed simply with the power c;f revision‘
and wot the reviewuas pxovid‘ed‘undei* the provisc;_
of rule & of CGé( 0CA) Rules 1965, . a;stinct PIOViso
to that of rle 2 ~4 of the saild rules vesting thé |

)( | - power of review with the honoursble president, .Unj:on
f@ - . of India

Régarding findings reached b).'. these
S o autho,rities' the Responden;&s deponent is advised to
%:/7/ ) - | | st afe that the 'procgsé v-gf msking of mind aia ‘not |
| | sccomp sny thé arg,umen’gs plesded in the ap'p'eal, and
also the p'etition for reviéioq- and are the'refé re-in
éont‘emple-‘cidn of law, never be said to be speaking

© and ressoned orders.

f'“'hese _authorities seem %o pzoceed dn the
P remises théfo théy coul ¢ ignore the principle of

n'a.tursl justice and safeguards envissged udder

article 311( 2). of the (Onstitution of India under

AN L?LLFE{gxz\\’,, proceedings for minor penalti es':thereby these

—-— 0~

‘ authorities have eriored not to decided the legal
incidents.
‘ 19. *. Theat the deponent is .advised to state certain

materigl facts b efo re pez'lti'ng with axguments to the
contentions of the Respondents rsised by means Of

00120

o



- k.

Y w) h - eselPeves

‘filing counter affidevits on behelf of the Respondents

nd,. 1 to 3

0.  That in order $o complete the narrations

?of events, howeven it is worth while to reiterate

the contents of paras & and 7 of the origiasl

@pplicetion followed by the Tepo1t dabed 1,285

by the £ 0, ICO (SB),Luckuow =zud then the Memo randum

oi.charges for miuor peudbies dabed &7.1986 issued
oy the DA(P).U.P., Lucknow vide his office memo No.

hdna. A(S)/P -5 HEPP/40 TR-39 dated 27.86 which

|

is gnnexure A -8.

}-) ‘ N - B "" ‘ )
o The grave men of the charges as stafed
earlier tha{:' the 'depén ent had cl ai‘med‘ honoréfium
A inc-ont revention of D& P&T letter dated 1. 277 by
e ' m‘anip_ul atiné thé'honoi'aﬁum billf_ aud A zbil siter
’being ssnetioned 'ahd released for p@ent oy the
: ' ' compefent authoi‘ity Adis'_honéstly by lnsexting his

name SCO_ling the nzme of S»er‘v‘e Shri Dok Srivastava

and Shyam Sunder U. I Cses This was t gken t0 be wilful

cout revention of rules :’5( i) of the civil Sewice
'\\ . \“,__:\ L j“:‘\, "‘ - . " . -
o Conduct Rules 1964
- TN TN ’ A

"'he depouent denied The chauges ou the ground
Jd@'P L onn k thst the nature of t.ransaction's fyom which the ststement
of sllegations and imputcbions have been derived

.rel gte tothe period two yesrs back thereby issuenece

-
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of the meinoféndum of~‘clza:ges deted 2. 7.86 -is
obviously illegalA anud devoid of jurisdiction. Cases’
relied are "G. C. Bux Vs. AUNIONZ _’OF fINDIA :repo rted |

in '1:@( 1989) prni (oﬁr)éaa and Hansa Rem Vs, 'ks.'P.\

Pathak repoited in (1984)1 SCC 1.

Purther, on the ground theat he had asked
fordinspection of documents including copies of‘the

preliminary enguiry report end statemeats recorded

| ‘quring such enquiry including the oue of the

déppnént were"not ;iiowed aor any reasons'pertaining'
to the releffahcy, as clgiméd was communiqat éd and |
&8 /sqéh d-efen‘ce agad.hst the myra‘id. sif‘uation or
irregulaxity slleged to Have been committed was
seriously'p re_judiced as Oobsewed in case KHEM QHAND
VS, UNLUE OF INDIA Teported in ALR 1958 Sé"SOO.‘ and
al 80 Kashl N:éth Dikshita Vs, U"niop of India réported
in (1986):5 5CC 229;‘ -» |
BN ( ‘

Whea 1% is required t0 sddress itself.as
to what were the dpcwnent‘s ;:Opies of which wanted
to cnsble the depoaent t0 suomit his explanation
and in order to _answ‘er.this quest‘ion the dep‘orient.

" will like to refer to anuexure A =10 snuexed to

t he origilngl appli’-catioa. .Ixﬂoréover,' it is_

practically v‘admitted by t‘he Respondeats as ao
where "in the count er-affidavi’“s'they hé;ve cont rever
«ted the _dlé-gej:ions raised "oy.tlge applic;mt. 'iii;is

| | e vilben
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refers 10 para 13 of the cowater affidavit.

2, That the co‘ntvenvts oi’ P are 19 need no reply

except to iuvite a rofereace to the discussions made

at pur 3 uOO\fe of thls regoa.uder o.ffld wit.

~

»

29, Thet fuheb coubeuts of para D ‘oi‘” the cownter
a,ffidc"lwiiff is false cd’ncdé‘ted 'and after tl}QUg-ht |
he!n'ce/dénﬁ.ed.@ | |

‘the deponent was for thé filrst.i':imé tiue to |
be 'cousid'er'éd.fo’i’.piornotioa to the next higher scale .
on seuilo ri"cy cum fitness in the_y_ear _19\8‘4 which was

never considered even though the seiwvice recori of

- the depouent were above 0Oard except the irregular
adverse eabries for the year 83 -84 which t00 were

‘ véo'mmun'ivcated to the ‘deponent ouly ou 17.7,86 agalnst

which rep résent éztion deted 14.8.36 remdined peading

111 the date of filing this spplication which

deserves not 0. be read for adjudication of the

merit ss required under the I P& letter Ho. /4

78 _Disc.-1 debed 19. 478,

'25.' - That the t;OaT'eutS of para 21 of the counter
sffidavit are not p _eimissible under 1ules as the

case of th'e deponeht remaived su‘o.. judice till the

. order issued. oy the uovt. of Indig Mlnlstry of

Communicetion ( Deptt. of Posfcs);\l ew Delhi beanng
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their no. 2-484/38 -VIe 4ii date‘d’ 22;11. 1988 and
the supersessiou v_(')f'the deﬁorxent by the jﬁnIOr most
\f L colleagues despite peudency of lzje};) reseut ation
dated 27.88 t-‘111',3;11.\89 wes bad in the eyes of
law and #hat'é ,toc; with a.dei‘érl*ed date of éiloi;ment
. of yeur ello;ued to hié ;jutiiOr mosf. i. é. -'SO. 10, 89 4iavst..

ead of 1, 4 87 hence denied.

{ 24  That the contedts of parss 22 and 23 need

no comments.

28, | Thet the deponent is advised to sffaté th‘at' |
\,;w‘f ' - : in reéponée to t‘hc‘e_'rul‘e NISI issued by this Houlble
| | 'I-‘:Iibun.al on 1..2.90 while adﬁlit‘bidg-the gpplication
\-’ | | R on meﬁt the Respo;;denté v_vere requi red to submit
their counter affidavits only by 2% 390 but t’h-3y
falleds i'he gduntef affidavits filed by the |

Respondeuts after the dste prescrided without

leave of the Hou'ble T ribunal is not entertailnsble
‘and liddle to be rejected with costs in the ianterest

of the substantial justice.

‘26.,  Tha the depo:xenf ‘is- further advised to
stabe that the covater affidavit filed by means
o | of sffidavits swom by oue Sri SR Abdi, 0 0/o
_ N The DA(P) U.Ps Luclknow is pad for imﬁmp‘ri‘ety_ of
authoﬁty under the rules of busiaess of the Govt,
concei'aed desewes no co'gniz‘en'ce even »as‘ & pooT

Jol6..
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proxy for adverting the ia evitable cou

.~ impugned punish'nént- order dated 10.8.86 have caused

/ to the 'appliéaat/deponerxt irreparsble 10ss aéd al 80

 "1600"

of rejection with costs, .

7. Thst the -&ep%e’nt is ﬁurther advised to st até
ththt th;a impugne& p-l;mi;.shmmt order dated 10.'7.86,033
StOppage oi aext mcrement for two years wlthout
cwnulcdnve efiect anuexu ve A=11 cmd also sppellate
IOrde; and orders of the re\n.smg quthorlty da’ced

0. %87 and 22 11,88 resp ecﬁi\relyoelnag ous?d on no
leg,a&L evidence ,anii passed iu cousequerlt of violation'
of i)l’iﬂbipl’é,Of natﬁrél jus‘cic’e' and proviso of Artel ‘

311( 2) of the Coastitution of ladia deserve to ve-

qu.ashed oy a‘L.‘Lowing the appiicaﬁibn Ou-fie §0a 24790

(L) of 1990 with costs.

‘%, it the Respoadents acting upon the

-

irreﬂular 'subel’éessiozz oy h1s juniors right frozﬁ
1o 4 37 whlch could not be compens ted in tems of
money as the cguse'_of action is contiaued to acciue
in 'Cgse of p{‘rox‘noti“on and seniority,

29. That under,thé.ci rcuinstvance»s narrated aboveA
 and the facts aid position of the judicitl pronomaq
meut argued in thlj.s~re,joinder s;f';'idévit, the depon
has succeeded.to est sblish t'hé Iﬁélit;qf.thé applic',
tiorj OA No. 24/90(]3) of 1990 pendiag cousideration

before this Hon'vle Tribunal and ss such this Hoa'l

1

el A0

-
LX)
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Trribunel be very graciously pledded to grant the.

,  relief(s) preyed for by sllowing the application

7 L ‘with costs by lssue of g writ of mandeamus in favour

. I t .of the spplicant and agsinst the Respondeats.
.. Lucknow Dabed- - , Deponent

/

\ x. 2.1991 . o . i v . | ) N | ’ -~

Verification:

/';K C '. I, the aDOve naned deponent do hereoy verify
- 2 N that the couteuts of para 1 to 17 of the re,]oinaer
| | allfidavit, are 'brue to my persoMJ. m0wledge and that
ofl puras 18 %0 D are oelleved_ 10 be tre on legsl
advice and reco nds. o maberial facts hes been'
suppressed an d" concesl eds

-4 ) ’ oo

- Signed gind verified th:.s Dth day of Eeo. 1991

= in|the couﬁ; compouad. at Lucknow

: 4P P e G iana
D Deponeut
v e
.V, Df.'_mfarl
Advocate

_Bigh Court

' Luckqu Eench 4
{Reg. fia, 4791188} ' ' o~

g\atk e
A:' {hav - "fuis“ '"""" !

RN &) "" C'Js

“'lat udow BT 35

wh

1 :zr"-ﬁ “\
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‘ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVB TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD,
8 ' SITTING BENCH AT LUCKNOU.

' - | CLM5AW.N0« @yz¢ﬁcb
s ‘%//420(0

m In re., -
H,P. PACHAURI .... Vs, ... UNION OF INDIA & OTHERS.
0.4, of 1980
" REGN. TNo.:
DATED :

/J&‘ APPLICATION U/S_-21 OF C.A.P. Act, (Procedure)1985.

Fof the facts and circumstances narrated in
the accompanying affidavit it is very humbly p?ayed
that the delay in filing the original application
‘U/S 19/ 0of C.4.P. Act, (Procedure), 1985, may kindly
*f} be condoned and the original appiication be admittéd

in the| interest of justice and the applicant.

~ | And the applicant shall ever pray.

’

Tucknow 3 ’@V Fe cra
Dated ¢ 2. 1= 1990 - Counsel M/ée/AppliCént.
) ' ‘ JQ_(V..szw{H:;é

Adv.

High Court Ll<o e el

\ 4
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IN THE (CENTRAT, AIMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD,

In re, 2

H.P. PACHAURI cess Vse «.. UNION OF INDIA & OTHERS.

G

o S
C.A. of 1990,
REGN, No.
DATED

AFFIDAVIT

s Hari ?rasad Pachaurl aged about 55 years

Son of Shri Ram Swaroop working at present as Assistant

Accounts 0fficer, 0/0 the Director, of Accounts (Postal)
=y W . V R ) ) i
(ﬂﬂ\;4£‘/p 0 - _U.Pe Circlle, Lucknow, do hereby take oath and deposeA

‘ag under i \

1o That the last order against which the appli-

-
cation dated 22.\. 90 ig filed geeking redregsal

against the'rejection of the petition dated 24.7.87
by the Hon'ble Member (Personnel), Postal Services
Board, Ne_iDelhi was péssed by the said learned member
ig dated 22.11.88 bearing No. 2-884/88- VIG,-III,
enclosed ag Annexure ﬂfi:under compilation No. I

annexed to|the gaid application, which was communicated

only on 21412.1988 through the Comn. No. Admn.—1(s)/

Disc./HPP/TR-159, issued by the 4.0, Admin.-1(s), 0/0

the D.A. (P), U.P. CGircle, Lucknow.

2. Thalt while the deponant was proceeding on
Internal Check Inspection Duty as per programme of

QO.‘.“OZ'.
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" Party No. IInd. outside Tucknow as circulated by the

. AQ. (CIS-I), 0/0 D;A.(P)‘UaP. Circle, Tucknow under
Office Order No. 261 dated 19.10.89 w.e.f., 25.10,89,
he, the|deponant handed over the relevant paperg of the
case to|his Counsel with a request to file fhe applica=-
tioﬁ‘in the Hon'ble Tribunal on or before 20.12.1989
keeping |the limitation in view but the same could not be
filed by the counsel of the deponant on the due date

iﬁ absencia on fhe_plea of certain instructions rquiredl

from the d-eponant, The Office order No. 261 dated

19.10.89 is appéndixed which formg the part of this
‘i | - Afridavilt.

De That more specifically the deponant remained at
Bareilly| from 20.11.89 %o 31.12.89 prefix and suffix
by Sundays & Holidays including non-working days of

this Honble Tribunal and could not contact his counsel
! V- "
before t6day the 22~ January, 1990 i.e. date on
which the application against the formal order cited
Ci6 i batyglool |
above,enjaccount of his being busy on Govt. duties and

AN ] A .
Junder the circumstances beyond his control, omd ok
}uxFeUL Wef 9.1. 1990 .F
4.  That the delay of 20 days thus accrued is
bonafide jon account of its being for sufficient and

just cauge on the pari of the Counsel and the deponant

being out of station during all these days.

5. That in case the delay is not condoned, the
deponant will suffer irrepairable loss #nd damageé
affecting his promotions and other pensionary benefits.
6. That the condonation of delay is within the ™
Jurisdiction of the Hon'ble Tribunal and being for

sufficient and just cauge is liable to be condoned in

the interest of justive and the deponant.

Tucknow; . | - AQhW~RA,A£LaﬁJWW'

~.

v g , Deponant .
Dated s 22~V O 7 _p

. L : PP
~\ -~ 1




VERIFICATION

I, Hari Praspd Pachauri, the deponant do
hereby verify that the contents of paras 1t to 4 are

true to my personal knowledge and believe and thoge

}? of paras 5 to 6 are pelieved to be true on legal
N o , . _
j{‘ advige of my counsel. I have not suppressed any mate-
rigl facts, s0 help meé God.
Signed and verified thig day of 22 el
af[a ‘/}’/?./W' z— , :
January, 1990qin the court compotnd at Lucknow.
fﬂ< Tucknow ; o : d ’£$4£Q42g>
\ Ve - ‘ ’{Q-M ) ,Qé,/ﬁounr‘
. Doted w ¢ 22-1- 1S90 " Deponant.
I identify the d&eponant
who has signed before me,
'@/l/’ hearanc
\ ’Advggg%;ari?z
’,7/’ ?t (/Vc - :’."rv("il'
\~? Adv.
High Court I‘«ko Bench,
Y
e
(paresh X
OATH COMMISSIONFER
High Cor Vb b o
A |
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v*:i?(’ " OFFICE .OF THE DIRECTOR OF ACCOUNTS(POSTAL),
;«K o - U P,CIRCLE,LUCKNOW-226018

OFFICE ORDER NO, =261 Dt.19,10.89

- ‘ Dlrpbtor of Accounts(Postal) Lucknow has been
‘pleaped to select the following personnel for InternalChack
~Inspecticn cuiies as per programme of InSpectlon Party No.
:I II & 111 of the Vih Spell of 1989 commencing from 26,10, 8g,
30,10.89 & 1,97.89 rospectively. .

L Party No.Ist. o Party No.IInd.
15873, 0.5, Vishwakarma.AAO=I  1,5/5h.B.P.Misra,AAO-I

A2 Kpdevlittal dAk.II 2. " P Pachauri.JAQ-II
¥, 0% faxman Ram,Sa-l 3 -"  Ram Shanker.,SA-I |
&g " Renvijai Singh.5i-IT - 4 " Harish Chander.,5A-II
e A ~.pParty No.IIl. | :
o 1. S/5h. Banwari Lal. AAQ-I

I 2. V. Haribans Ram,JAQ-I1I

' 3. ™ .  BudhSen Gupta SA-I . o s
™ 12l of the Party will be-the Head of the Party ' .o
*wnarever ,u 'is not visiting such place and fhe will have
srier out all the duties that are noemally required .
rarried out by the AQ, if he.visits, 1ike distribution
he.werl, writting the Teports etc,

0 Accounts (Officer will proceed on 1n3pectlon duties
por tHP orogramme of Accounts Officer,

Jus ~ The personnel seclected for internal check 1n8pection
‘g ies. will be relibved from HeadQuartbrs as per programme
‘of Snternal check inspection parties will be entltled to

:TA/DA as admissible under rules, . - )
o E G /‘ : ' |
:Q"T, L _ Aiccounts Offlc/ %f : e

¢aw»'§§?5? S CIS.l | .
S “ '<' - Postal Accounts Lucknow , ‘
gND; CIwa/Stcff Selectlon/Vth Spell.1989 - Dtd. 19 10.89 -

?ﬁopv to¢~
’ 1+ All GOs and AAOS/JAOS, It may please be ensured by

: hnOS/JAOS(I/C) before relieving the officials se -
. lected for inspection duties that they do not have
\ have any arrear on their seats before: proceedlng
- - on inspection.,

. 2+ AD/AROs/JA0s of the Party may collect from CIS-I
. ~the necessary racords/Queatlonalre for internal

check inspsction,

ANO/IAQ-Admn I (S) ,Admn,II & GS Sectlon

Ph to DDPA/DPA.

Cashier,

Sparc. | cf;ﬁ%ﬁ*J\L o

EEa . . . Cs unts folcei

'~

Postal Accounts ST .
' Lucknow. ' :

I ‘I."‘)d\ -
High Gourt L~ D

[
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[ - OR/GINAL

CENE RAL ATHUINISTRAL o B TRIBUNAL, CIRCUIT BENCH

. LUCKi0W |
| WePe NO. (R /91 (L) of 1991)¢,

L= RE

~

Heri Presad P ec hauri ces WPPLIC ARY
VERSUS
Ua.x..ou of india sad otners oco - ‘:’LDbPOhDu\rﬁ

0. A, 5O, 2g/90(1,) of 1990

’

;@Pmc mcw ¥OR AMENININES UND}" SUB =RULE (3) OF C, AxT

( Procedqure ) RULE =87
~ J. BN . ‘

For tne iucts and circuns 'td.ﬂCeS narrsted (

in the aiildqvit the +1ou olo friounci ver,y fDI'dC;'I.OLISlV ,>-

be pleofmd to allow to ag*)eadlx the amendmneats

pmposed ﬁnd sowont o be made o8 per schedula -1
in the interest of_ ;}u tlce and i‘air diup()oal of t he

spplication Os A NO. 24/90&1,) 01‘" 1990.

. Luoknow _ ‘ . ~ @V,-~fem~ .

. Counsel for the spplicaat

Io (Vp gi%’af’l’

Advocate

High Court = -
Luckaow Beauh
(Reg. No, 4731789

- Dated 8. 2.91
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| BENCH
: \ . Luckno\ﬂ
| o
| MeBe MO, £ & L. 91(L) of 1991
IN~-RE ..
e ——— s
HBP.\Pachauri | oo APPLIC/NT
VERSUS
N T - '; -
UNION| OF INDILA AHD OLHERS ... RESPON]JENLS

\(w
,&'

|

. Qa0 24/90 (L) of 1990

|

SCHEDULE -1-

(| imendments proposed and souglt to be made)

in the origingl gpplicsation,

'
+

DELETION

. 1- ’ ',On page 12 in fhe array of para 18 the
w”101e of pqra 19 startmg with line " The
‘c;oplicant cecsrirene c1mumstances oi the
on page 13 oe ullowed to be deleteds

' 2. o On poge 16 in the cArrg,y of para & grouqu
of I‘ell.af with leﬂul omvis:.on - paras

(Vl) and paxas £ (vii) ve zllowed to

e dele‘l‘-ed and paras. 5_ (viii) : ( ix)

\\ be uIJ.lowec‘L t0 be re -Serluled gs B (vi),

('vii) . '
i .0e2ﬂ°'




.4- “' s
L AN 20 L 2%
S . On page 19 in the arrey of para 8 - Relief(s) :
sougit the whole of the para 8 ¢ (4) be
allowed 50 be dgél'ejt,ed -a;‘idApa‘rast 81 (5 ,
. 83 (6) and 8 s _('7) be allowed ’GO be
re - Serialed as paras 8 . (4), ‘i8_ :(8) and
8: (6). |
On page 2 in the array of para 9 ‘interim
oi-der t he Whoie of the para be allowed to
be deleteds
Lucknow Dateds- - B : _
. . \' _”_Ppmm' .
8,291 R dpplicant
| - R Galf./’erm' |
l"}‘_ - R CJ? YV, Tiwari
| \v ‘ : - - Advocate,
i . ' High Court
y - Lucknow Beuch
A , : (Reg. ko, 4781185
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M.P. NO. /91(L) of 1991
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Heri Prasad Pachaurl soce APPLIC ANT
y Versus
. . . _ S \ » ‘ 3'
Uniou of India aad others  ....  ~ RESPONDENIS -
Ou_fe_NO. 24/90(L) of 1990 ;o
AFPF LD AV LU !

I, Herli Prasad Pachauri, sg aged about 5% years

sou of Shri Ran Swaroop working as A fn O ( G‘:r,.-B_ -

Gazetted) O/0 The vk (P) UPe Lucknow, /o Triveni

Nagar, Lucknow 4o hereby take Oath and state as uuden-

|

T hat tne depOrmu“t is the appllcaat in the

a,forevalc Case uud is fully couversy n‘

with the fscts and cimumstanc es of & he

CoSe.

L‘h’*‘t by mee ans of t he applic gta.on Qe fis
0, 24/90(1,) oi 11990, the depouent hss

aj.so challeﬁged the peudemcy of his sppeal”

shbed 14 8.86 submitted aé,a,l.ust the adverse

eat Ty recorded in his 13 by the Dehe (P) ,
Luckuow for the year 1983 ...84 a8 per
Aan've}:ure A-17 and A -18 anuexed to the
6riginal ‘e@plic gbiou as ’qhe entry hes been
w.r'Oug'lﬁ 'takeh'iuto couslidergtion 1’;‘0;;1; 10fi -

prmu't;io;x md sup erc eselon by Junior mosetb
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collegues on the ddle he was due to be
.considered for promotion to the next higher

“cadre.

L. 2 o avanlob SR des 3o ol

Phet duriag the peadency of the case before
the Hou'ble T\ribunsal t he respordent 0. 2
decided the issue vide his office no. STA/48 - .

R/87/7 dated 16. 11,90, which was communicgted -

T -

t0 the deponent by the Respoudent no.3 vide

“his oftice No. Admu. 1(s)/Sisc/CH/CR/H.E,"

B e

Pochouri/403 dated 11. 12 1990,

P'hat on sccount of the new facts cropped up

it has become imperative to bring amendments

uecessitated, if any, before the decision of

the case in the interest of justice and fair

- disposal of the issue. _ - -

Thet the proposed amendments as per SCHEDULE
-1 atteched, only diskay the facts without

shaking the nabure of the cause of action and

- the nature of relief(s) prayed for adjﬁldicat.iedfl,

by this Hoa'ble U'ribunal while deciding the
epplication O. A Ho. 24/90(L) of 1990 without
any prejudice to the Respondeuts aud leziVingi-,‘g

the propriety of the case un-shaken and ceuse

of xction without any sift.

L5

I

_ Thet the Hon'ble Tribunsl ve pleased to sllow

z
ese U s -



'ooo?hunﬁ

. the eaﬁéndmenfs as pér soh‘e/dule ;A‘attached to
oe incorpor ted or even oy suplimeatme the
= .k | \_ | Ol’lglac.l c{ppllcuthﬂ to avoid mult ipllCi”{:y of
'lihgazbion a:zd alao in the interps’s of JUStiCe

and fair d15po§?l of the applicationo C

L

. | redsd _ )
* Luc zmow Dat ed. 57 > ( | JJ—DPM&,W
' : Deponent
8. 2 2091 - )
Verific at'ion‘

‘I, the gbove named deponent 30 hereby verify

th t the con"aents o:f pai'as 1 %0 6 of this of fidavit are

'true to mJ kuowled;r es oeliei and lrw al advise,

ﬁ’s

R mw\f amrmec 9!‘0 m

191D Pﬁzgga._a( Signed and vel’ifled this 8th doy of Febs 1S
~ identified by “h- f ('//W | |
o Shri in the court compound t Luckaow.
Y heve sotis o AR F tx "-'5 e;g'shl o~
“hLm\b« [ uudus ,;'L‘:"(,r( B~ ) ) ; ‘
= affitfacic whxch S BN ST Loene ‘ e
o 53y e fpa charosd '{s l@?‘( T MPG&&,OMM .
L - ' -Deponeunt

cCe?

%A ;a&c L i’i"utliy "the depoued't‘

)

missionk
who THas s:t.frned oeio*'e me,_

6&/ 6"4 ware K. (V gc werd
( ReV. Tiwa I‘i) ' Advocate -
Advocate . High Coixrt

Luc‘{'\OV\l L‘\.x i
{Reg. No, 4791733)

solemnly affimed Defore me 00-8.291 at 10. 0 a,m.
by the deponent Shri HEEB.Pachsurd who is ldeatified by
Shri R V. Wiwari Advociste High Court, Lucknow Beuch
Luckﬁow. ‘ ’ ' a .

i have sa’usf;\,ed myself oy exgiining the deponrarrh
that he underst ands the conbents of this c,iflda\fi‘t which

have been road over sud explained by me.

A




. /Irf the Central Administrative Tribunal at allahbad,
VA » C:chu:n.t Banch, -Lucknow, ,
o T P e %[‘NQ-//
Misce Applic'ation NOe (/11”990
| on behalf Respondents.
_ Case No. M . of 1990
. \\M & R ‘A" Vc\c’i\(&m seee cv‘oo . Applicant.
w - : Versusa '
1 « 4 . - . ) . 3
‘Union of India & Others,....... eeesssnsasee s REspPONdents,

APPLICATION FOR CONDONATION OF DELAY

- The respondents respectfullir beg to eubrnit. as under -

1. - That the writte.n' reply on behalf of the respondents

-

~

could not be filed within the time allotted by the
,,« Hon'ble Tribunal on account of ‘the fact‘ that after |
' | receipt of the parawise comments from the re.:;pondents,
’ the draft—reply was sent to the department for vett:.ng.
2. That the approved written reply ‘has been recejved and
J J is being filed w:.thout any further loss of time.
3. That the oelay in £iling the written reply is bonaf ide
w ;,w( . and not deliberate and is liable to be condoned. .

vhg
, \Tt -\ - WHEREFORE, it is prayed that the delay in f:.lmg
%%he written reply may be condoned and the same may be brought
L\
2%

on record on, which the respondents shall ever remain grate-—

)G

ful as in duty bound.

. Lucdknow @ T |
" - ( Dr. Dinesh Chandra)
\ Dated : " ¢ounsel for the Regpondents,
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 4T ALLAHABAD, .
CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKNOW.

COUN TER-AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENTS

O.AdNo. 2y of 1990(L)

X

HariPrasad PachauTieeees oo ...v. veoses . cossens .Applicant.
: Vers_us

Union of India & 'Other_s.....‘.....‘..‘. oo .v.....mspondent.

e | | V/

= pod I ol

I,C...Q..O.. ‘0“'....00...C.‘.I'...aged about

years, son of .. %(: . /%”‘"" "’“{ﬂ /@ AL Ack,k

?
L L A ..'..9.0...0.'.0.'....‘.'C.. ").

‘KLmy(tDwJ»O«M.&#L&M o

ry hereby solemnly affim and state as under:-

the reof.,

2. = That the deponant is well donversant with the facts of
the._casé deposed hereinafter and he is swearing this affidavit
on behalf of all the respondents.

3¢ That it will be worthwhile to giva brief facts of the

COntd. ] 02/"" .



A 1121/
case as undgf:-

BRIEF FACTS OF THE CASE

The applicant, Shri H'.‘Py.'Pachaulri, while working in
5 | SBCO, Lucknow GPO during the year 1984-85 was entrusted with
| the task .of getﬁing the list of slilent S'.B-.Ac.cbunt‘s for the
year 1984-85 prepared, In accordance -with DI.G'.P&T' letter |
No.1/34/75-SB dated 01-02477_, the incharge S.B.C.0. who is
.requi::ed to tast check the entries in each list and sign at
the bottom of each page of the Vil.ist, will not be paid any
‘ | honorarium as he is suppoééd to do the work d‘gring nomal duty
‘J\j] | hours, 4s per rﬁies, the 'Uw.‘DM..‘Cs, SI.B:C‘.jO‘; Legger Clerks and

AV.P.M.(SB) are 'entitled for honomrium for preparation and

%h\ecking of S.B. Silent Accounts, Shri H.P.Pachauri, the.

fa@\ }h.e‘ 7. o., S.B. c 0., Lucknov G.P.0. vas not entitled for
r";..;f;'x'v ,/"/

L : fhomrmm for this work and therefore he did not mention
| his name at initial stages in the honovxarium bill and acqui-
~ tance roll but, later-on after the bill had been passed by
the competent authérity,, Shri Pachauri scored out the names
of S/shri D:K‘.Srivas_tava, U”.D;CA_.’, Shyam Sunder U-.D‘.C.(no
///QMI amount shown agavinst their names) and A;K;Srivasﬁava U.D..C.
‘ ' in the honorarium bill and ente red his own name in place of
Shri A..K'. Srivastava U‘.}D:C‘. and managed to draw the amount on
' 29;12-84.
By claiming honorarium when he was not ent_itled and by

Contdo o0 03/"
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domg over wmtmg in honorarium bill, Shri Pachauri was
alleged to have v:.olated Bule 3(1) of C c. S (Conduct)Bules 196,
He was served with a charge sheet under Rule 16, C.C.S. (C C.h.)
“Rules 1965 vide offlce memo No.Admn I(S)/P III/H.P.P /A 0 /T R.
39 dated 02-07-86, An opportunity was provided to Shri Paqhaur.
to reply to the charges as indicated in the Charge-sheet. The
Dirg ctor of Postél Accoiznts, U;P‘.VCircfle, ﬁucknow be ing the
Discipl:inary Authority vin his carsé and in exercise of the
powers c'onfered izpon him as per ruies under C.‘..C-.S'.(C.C.A.)Bules
1965 ordered stoppage of jncrements-‘for two years without

cumulative effects vide Memo No.Admn.I(S)/P-III/HPP/10-9-86,

An appeal was preferred by Shri Pachauri against the said ordem

to Post Master Gene ral, U.P.Circle, Lucknow, who after considen

mg all aspects of the case regected the appeal vide Memo No,

“\['Vig./M-1/3/89/’+ dated 26-03-87 whlch was commun:l.cated to him

7v1de Memo No.Admn.I(S)/P-III/Dise./Z?’-a- dated 1‘7-6-87 against

which a petition was prefered by Shri Pachauri to Membe r(Pe rsor

nal), Postal Services Board, New Delhi which was rejected vide

orde r No,2-484/89-Vig-1I1,0t.22-11-88 and camunicated to Shri

H.P.Pachaur:. va.de Memo No.Admn I(S)/Dlsc/HPP/T R.159 to 162

‘ /Uj dated 21- 12-88.

ii)  Te applicant while working as J.A.0./S8.B.C.0., Lucknow

' GPO was awarded an adverse 'ehtry in his f,C.R. for the year

1983-8l which was communicated to him on 02-07-1986. He made o=

Contd. . 0)'"/"
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representation dated 14=-08-86 against the adverse entries to

‘the Chief Post Master General, Lucknow which was decided on

16-11-90, ‘Entry against item No'."l? was ordered to be expunged.
Entry against item No.,6 was modified and remarks regarding
attending to audit Obje¢tions was allowed to stand in his ACR,
1ii)  The DepartmentallPrcmotional Committee met in Dee.1987
for promotion from Th.0's cadxé to A.A.O. cadre w.e.f,01-04-87
Since the applicant was undergoing punishment at that time and
also on account of'overéll assessment of his work and conduct
the applicant vas found not £it for pramobion as A.A.0. In the
D.P.C. held in October, 1989, he was found fit for promotion

and was promoted as Asstt.Accounts Officer w.e.f,30-10-89 aftex

-t PARA-WISE COMMENTS :-

That the contents of paras 1 and 2 need no comments.

e That £EE in ;eplgly' to para 3 it is stated tfxat the appli-
catioh is barred by limitation wnder Sec.21 of the Administra-
tive Tribunal Act.€he ﬁnpugned order 'dt.21-11-'88 was served or
the applicant on 21-12-1988 and the application was filed in
the Registry on 22-1-1950.

6. That in reply to para 4,1 it is é;_tated that the appli-
cant was working then. as J;AV.O‘.‘ inchafge of S‘.B'.C.O’. wing of
Luckﬁow G».P»..O'. and it was his responsibility to get the work of
prepamﬁion of list of silent S-.B.Accounts for the year 1984-8°¢

Conﬁd. veO/=
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‘ : ‘ completed' withiri time ‘py the staff working in SBCO as per
provisions contained under the rules., In case, the staff of
VS‘BCO, Lucknow G~.P’.0‘. was no’e attenejng to the work ef prepera-

tion of silent S.B.Accounts on payment of honorarium, the

"’ ‘ matter shouid have been reported by the applicant to the highe
authorities and proper action should have been taken agejnst
the defaulting officials and necessary orders for preparation
list of S.B‘.vSilent Accounﬁs by other staff should have been
obtained from competent authbrity. But the applicant failed

i to initiate any act‘ion’ in this regard.

; 7.  That the contents of para 4,2 to 4.4 need no caments.

| 8,  Tat in reply to para 4.5 it is stated that the action

e ) the applicant to 'deploy himself for preparation of the

. The plea of the appllcant that he had reported the names of
the U D.C.s who did not . attend%he work of preparation of list

of silent S.B‘ Account at the time of campletion report of
NN

f‘&//ﬁi 9 the work is meaningless and it does not leawe the official to

take the honorarium for the work campleted by the appliecant
himself,” Instead of it, the applicant should have initiated

disciplinary action against fche defaulting U.D.Cs who did not

B T .
v attend,work as per his office order dated 25-09-84,
: 9. That the contents of para 4.6 need no comments.

10, That in reply to para 4.7 it is stated that the prepa-

Contd.}.é/'
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| m_tion Qf hqnomrium bill and A-.Boll for payment of honorarium
by the applicant_hjmself and making corxect‘ions in the bill
and'A..Polll by scoring hfuﬁ the néme of Sﬁri D‘.K.“Srivastava and
‘ iﬁse rtmg his own" ﬁame to receive the 'paymeht without alWthenti.
“ﬁ | caLtion by the competent éuthority was highly unde sirablé and
irregular. &hri H..P'...Pachauri, applicént, was thus been found
guilty for :-
1) Irxégular clai;ns of honorarium,
2-)v Unauthorised correcvtipns :!r A.Rollstié}' billse
) | 11. That the contents iof pare 4.8 need no comments. The
,4& p®iSMent imposed on the‘ bill clerk with regard to payment
of honorarium to the appl.‘.icant does not exenorate the appli- "

1

cant from his own action of drawing unauthorised and inadmissi-

N honorarium in his faVOﬁr by _scoring out the name of Shri
ivastave U‘.D.C; and :Insért:‘mg his own name in his place
éftér_ the bill had been passed.

1 12, That the coﬁtents of para 4,9 are admitted,

13 | That in reply to péLras 4.10 & 4,11 it is stated that

"all the relevant documents requested by the applicant were

made available to him for inspection vide letter dt.8-8-86,
He was given adequate facilities ﬁo put up his defence.

| 1%.  That in reply to para 4.12 it is stated that the Di“;ci-
t | plinary_' authority, ﬁaking a lenient view in the matter imposed
b : ‘ .

i the penalty of stoppage of increments for two years without

Contdoo 07/"
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cumulative effect, |

‘!5. That in re’ply to paras 4,13 & 4,14 it is stated that the
appellate authority rejected the applicant’s appeal against the

o

order of the disciplinary authority after exantjng all the

. A* relevent documents in a judicious and dispassicnate manner.
16,  That in reply to para 4,16 it is stated that review

petition of the applicant was rejected after careful considera-

tion by the Member (Personnal), Postal Services Board, New Delh
vide Ministry's letter dt.22-11-88, In order to emphasise the
gravity of the charge found established against the applicant

/K it is worth while to reproduce a port,ion of the observations

Pt o made by the reviewing authority~as belows-

el P
P _,‘“;:Z.t,.
RN

S M i iesessessses From the Tecords it is seen that

- o
instéad. of pursuing acti‘on against the U‘.D.Cs who refus
to do the work, he, on his own accord, perfomed the sal
work for getting honorarium-an“un.jntended benefit-whiéh
is irregular. Thus, reporting to 4.0. I.C.0.(S.B.)
| regarding exigencies of work cafxnot hold good., A.part
/“ ‘
%/‘M from this the petitioner has chosen to gorget an impor-
- | tant aspect of the case i.e. substituting his name in

the place of U.D.Cs, when originally he had not shown

his name at all in vthe honorarium bills, This action

T.« on the part of the petitioner is highly undesirable.
Records indicate that the Appellate Authority had come

| to a decision only after taking into a,cc\ount/ ’._h;e fact

Contdo . 08/"'
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and cifcumstances of the case as the Appellate order
itself states fhat ‘"......“ the intention of thé Appe-~
llant is established to be dishonest......." Thus, it
is seen that the petitidner has é.ttempted ﬁo derive an
unintended benefit and conté sting whether breach of a
‘ | rule is an "illegality" or 'misconduct" or not only
amounts to 'side-:-track:ing the issue. While the penalty
does not effect the amount of périion, his promotion
would be cionsidered after currencyl of pmisMent, as
per p‘xescribed pfoceduxé. Thus, there is no ground to
intercede on behalf of the petitioner. The petition
deserves to be 'r'ejected.v no

'That the contents of pars 4..17 need no further commentss

& .
oy

as the Member (Pe.rsonnel) who was the reviewing authority ‘in
present case had rejected the petition filed by the appli-
cant after taking into consideration the varibus contentions
raised by him in the said petition,

8.  That the contents of pare 4,18 a:cev denied, The sub-
missions made in the paras 16 and 17 are re-iterated.

19. That in reply to para 44"19 it is stated that the
representation of the applicant against the adverse remarks
has since been decided vide MemoNb.STA/%-Hi/S?/? dt.16=11-9(
a. copyy of which was delelvered to thé applicant on 11-12-90,

However, a copy of the same isv being filed as Annexure,R-2,

20,  That in reply to para %.20 it is stated that the
| . Contdee 9/~
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‘Departmental Promotion Conmittee held on -Dec.;1987 considered

the name of the applicant for promotion to the post of Asstt,

Accounts Officer but he waé found not fit for promotion on

account of over all assessment of his service records and also

-because the applicant was undergoing punishment of stoppage

of increments in the disciplinary case as mentioned above,

'In the subsequent D.P.C, held in Oct.,1989, the applicant was

found fit for promotion after expiry of the period of punish- |
ment w.e.f, 30-10-89,
21. That in reply to pare 4,21, submissions made in para 20

above are re-iterated. Procedure of sealed cover is not appli

- ¢able to _the present case as the disciplinary proceedings -

against the applicant wexé finalised and the penalty of stopp-

age of increment had been imposed on the applicant Wefore the

D.P.C. ha;i met in Dec.,1987. ‘.Uhe‘applicant\was considered fit
for promotion - ‘w.'e.f. 30-;10;89 after the expiry of the period
of punishment imposed on him as a result of disciplinary
proceedings. In the earlier D.P.C. held in Dec.,1987, the
aﬁpliéant was under gojhg punishement and"he was found not fi
for promoticn. The other candidates thfough junior to the

applicant were found _suitable for pranotion and were accordin

1y promoted.

22,  That the grounds for relief as indicated in the variou
sub-paragraphs of para 5 have been adequately dealt with 1n

the above paragraphs. L
Contd.. 010/"
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| 23. That the contents. of paras 6 and 7 need n ents.

' f 2, That in view of the submissions made in the foregoing

| paraéraphs the relief sdught for in para 8 ahd interim relief

‘ prayed for in para 9 are' not admissible., The application

- ! | . .
Y lacks merit and is liable to be dismissed. -

A

3 ' , Deponant, ,
7 / 7// S/

s VERIFICATION 3-

I, the above namped deponant do hereby verify that the

' of this affidavit are tmue to

: v my peérsonal knowledge and those of paras "3 J).2¢ are believed
by me to bé true based on records and as per legal advise of
my counsel. That nothing mate rial facts has been concéaled

‘ 5' and no part of it is false, so help me God.ﬂ“/

‘ : o
;; P ‘Signed and verified this the 7’5@ }fﬁL day of

h 199 within the court canpound at Lucknow.
. r/& F
| ‘ Lucknow, _ . _
| _ o o | j
, Dated) /7% yil . | (DEPONANT)  ~
o ;:T 'I identify the deponant who signed
r whe i
; élork = ..::befoxe me.
i '“QVU )1* r‘ LYY C 21ngM
? that 42 1 by, ; -
X . at s \
')?\_, ‘f . N;l;‘a Bt eyt 4 . s W ou od, N Qt (LV%
o ; - TSR TR FE S v
- e b (& DVOCATE) '

(3. S. RASTOGTI) [
Advocate, Nath Commissione’

Coliecioiuie, Lt o
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fZii )4&m QL.QLLLﬂyn ‘ %M~_ lM&%A WQLh
> L ma.z-aaa/aa~v1g.rxx -
'”M' e S QﬁﬂﬁﬂWME . OF INBTA .
© RINISTRY GF SUHMONICATIONS
- uEPARTMEﬁT @F Pﬂﬁfﬁ L

e T T  ’3&?¢95 22 11 1985

Lo e T e BHAWAY

e ;\¢.;'. .3‘~.‘,.PRRLIRMENT aTHﬁET
T C T A j5;msw QFLHI o

i - 1'_"1,‘7f  :l )'- ‘o.R 9 £ &

R tha H.?. Paeh&uxiydﬂﬂ % D;r@ctmx (Pastal Acsaunts), i
1 rf*,'Lucknaw hes submitted @ petition dated 24.T.B7 against the
' . okders of Director of Accounts{Postal) LW dated 10.9.86
- impesing the penalty of withholding of his next 1nt£amant
. for two years without cumyletive effect and upheid by PHG

- Yo P. Cirala L/ ¢ uyw@rdwwwaate@ 26.3 8?,,~ N _ ,

‘3‘”{2. Minar panalty pr@ﬁaedimga were imitiataﬁ against nxm @n B
;%-«.20?.86 an tha impuﬁdtxan stated belaw mriaflye- o ,

R ”%nile warking aa J ﬁ 3 bﬂﬁﬁ st he was en%ruetaﬂ mith
"' the work of getting She list of silent S.H.Accounts far .
the ypar 1984-85 praparaa. For doing this werk UDC- JEEQ,
- Ledger Clesk and APM(58). are only eatitled to get
hosokaXium a8 $a® Birectorate instruttions. J.A¢0, 19 not

Bt

, %5?7-_-4?x4 ‘entitled te any honaresium: The J,A.0. 48 anpeataﬂ to. test
Lo b s o sheek  few ant®iss in each ligt and this wotk he is L
“=4J b expacte& 46 do during office hours. The patxti@nar is

‘alleged to have cléimed. &n honorarium of R 211,10 by

J
i seering out the name of $/Shri DJK. Srivastave and .
4 shyemsunder UDCs and including his neme and menaged tg
. 1.0 draw honéfarium slothough he wes not entitled for the,
c o seid honoRariuwn® Thus it is alzeg@d he . nantzavenaé te
1 o Hule R 3(1) (i) of CCS{Conduct) Hules 1964.. 3

e, The. g%ux of the problem in this Gise is %hat the. -
«pefxtimnar is na% entitled to cleim hanorazium of the wirk
<y, dateiled in the fofegoing para. He not only dréw honaréTium - -
vHrRgfblt in the process deleted the names of two UDCs and gne
"vﬁwﬂ ttad his name ; although his name Oid not figure @riginally
iﬁ the said honoraria bBills. The Appallate Authotity held

18t "though the amount is small, the intention of the
Appellent is estabiished to be dxahﬂnest Whmk'*#ajant;ng
chu appaal af the petxtzanasy ’ - SR

K

L4, Baaiﬂes tvaezng the hastetg nf tha na&ay_ths paiiﬁzan L
‘ ~ifbrings out that {8} the patitioner atiendaditha work persanally
e .. by sdtting lete ‘beyond normal duty hours and claimed %.211,.40

R tawards ‘honorarium- end ‘thua this sct of,the petitioner is not.
' - against the sgarit of Ditestorste’s & gﬁrumtzwnﬂ; (b} that the
b daid punishment affects his pension. ané'prmm@tamn; {6} that ‘

- pasiss (8) thet the Appellate Authority had not applied its
; mind pxmparly; (a) that bvesch of & Tule made by ths department
L. i8 meTely &n irregularity snd not an L1legality or ‘n;scmnduct'
S and . Finally prays for aatﬁing aeida the appellata atder.s

S . . _ '
FVK S ."“  _f“370:: ~'&f 'b ;Lf' : cﬂﬂtﬁoinzo

M
(3

AQ 1E€0(5B) was informed of the sx;gansiaa af werk and his parmiL—
sgian Sou ht to allow the pstitioner td do lhe work on honorari i


mailto:Ae@9ufi.t8

IR

‘L\M‘V‘w

DAspe YIS SLdz

O“J‘“’g‘ D oPAITMENT OF FOSTS tk\,w-pw., £-2-
n f/
'S .

Jf ‘lAM-’Y\"ULMch O 'r IE CHIUF POSTHASTER GENSLAL, UeP.CL CLE ,LUC.IIUW

tfemo No. SIh/48-RH/87/7  Dated at LKO: |6 .11,1990\

Yoy

’ fhis is an ascneal preferred by Shri il,P. rachaur i, the

then JAC SBCO, Lucknow GPO and at oresent worklng as AAU %
DPA Lucknow against adverse remarks recorded in his C,.l.
for the year 1983-84 by the D,F.S. Lucknow Region, Lucknow
No, DPC/CE/Con-281 dated 2.7.86,

2, Though the rescrting officer recorded adverse remarks
agalnst a number of items, the reviewing authority i.e. DP5
Lucknow Fegion, Lucknow, did not agree entirely with the
rexorting officer and accedpted the adverse remarks only
against items 6 and 17 and commnicated the same to the
official on 2,7.86.

3. I have 'gone through the appeal dated 14.8.86 preferred
by Shri H.P. Pachauri along with comments of the renorting
authority, I find that against item no., 6 the remark about
the apnellant!s non cooperative cannot be sustained by saying
that he comnitted irregularities due to lack of knowledge.’

~ Non coonerptive attitude is not the same as comnitting irre-

gularities on account of lack of knowledge of SBCU wori

This entry therefore does not appear sunported by any fdgts.
Against item-17, the entry as recorded does not carry any
sense, As it stands, it 1is neither adverse nor favouirable,

but an expression of oninion without any context, , -
4, . Keedring in view the'foregoing facts, I hereby order
that entry against item no, 17 may be ramoved entirely,

Entry against item no., 6 may be modified to say that " He

did not receive the cooperation of the staff nor was able
to motivate them to coonerate with him", Remarks regarding
attending to audit objections is possitive and may stand.

5 . The vresent renorting officer will make suitable modi-
fications and ammendmends in the concerned C.R sheet for the

A year 1983-84 of the officer as ordered above.

: (SeR. FARULI)
CHIEF PROSTIIALTER GENERAL, U.P,
CL.CLE, LUCKHNOW

The Director of Accounts(Postdl), Lucknov a@Rmgwsizth
R efotpERroieERd for information and necessary actic

»/5f' shri H.P. Pachauri, AAO, % DPA Lucknow

3. D.P.S. Lucknow Region, Lucknow,

WS P.F of the officizl.

5« Office cony.
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Peputy B.cglstrar( T
CEN’LR}J: MWINISERA‘I‘IVE TRIBUN 4L AT ILLM{ABAD M )
. 1617077

GIRCULT BENCH LUCKNOW -

Review Petition No. 3% of 391
In - e

®x 0. A Ho. 24/90 (L) of 1990

- Bx porfe Judgenent dated &.7.,1991

Hari Prasad Pachauri pplicant
B ' V ersus
‘Uaion of Indla and Others ceo Respondents

z\ - - . LN DEX

Sr. No. Qescriptioﬁ of documents dnnexure Poge
6L AYOJ/] 1, | '~-u._Re'~vieW petition - 01 . 09
!67 - AffidQVit : - 10, 19
S ) Registered Address . — 13. .
4, Exep ar‘ce judgement dated A1 14 .. 19

‘y 5e7.1991
o ( 5. B P&L letter No. 1/34/76 . , 18 _ 15
. SB dated 1. 277 | ~

I,uéiinow Dateds - 3
) V.Tc o'

157.1991 ' ( R V. fi\”dri) Advocate
Counsel ’f"Or the gpplicant

R. (V 4 {warl

Advocate
\j\': - . ngh COUI‘.
\1‘,,{ . B ' Luckgow BCDCh
(Reg. %o, 429 /g3)
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CEVIRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT ALLAHABAD

CLRCULT BRICH _LUCKNOW
Reﬂew’Petitio:j Ro. 279  of 1991
Ia - Te

O.A. Ko, 24/90(1,) of 1990

EX. Parte Juagement dated S¢7¢ 1991

Hari Prasad Pachauri cos fpplicent
V rSus
Union of lndla and Othezcs e Respondents

REVIEW PEIIIION UNDER RULE 17 OF C. 4 T. ( Procedire),
o ' Rules 1997 | " '

PPLICHT gbove ngned very respectfully subni ts

. &S under i~

1, That the 1mputations vide Annexuze A7 of

0. b o, 24/90/(L) of 1990 and ploceedings inltlated

under Rule 16 ofCCS (CCA) Rules 1965 by the Respondent

- o. 3 were challanged on the grounds of dllegstions being

vegue -and findings 0f the proceedings being based on

no legsl evidence. The gpellate order dated 2. % 87

snd Reviewlag Oorders d‘ated 22 11,88 vere also ésseiled
as. non .—..sus'tainable on‘ a_{:oount of being cemoufl zge for
the omders dated 10.9.86 of the Disce Authority ;m‘.thout
ﬁlaking of mind ,by these Adfninisti*ative Authorities
required adjudicéte the allegations and evidence

Ol YeCords o0 . , oo




ta e z..

sami ...;judici elly oy passmg speaking orders on the
basis of a se:ies of juaicigl ooservations on the points
of issues ralsed by fil:.ng, o. No. 24/90(L) of 1990

oefore the Hou\'ble ‘L:ﬂlouncl, Circulit Bench ,I;ucknow.

2 i‘h;tfthke pleadingé at thve initi;l sfage al so
contalned avezment on the issue of delayed pendency

of the rep reSenta’cion da‘ced 14, 8.86 wo.mst the adVerse.
entr.l.es mude i‘or the y’ear 1983_84 in the CR of the
e@plicant oonsequently reliei‘ reé,arding defezment of

date of promotion with the date of his juniors be

‘del ared as bad in the eyes of Law accordlugly the

gpplicant's date of promotion be directed to be

shifted fiom 30.10.87 to 1 4 1987, wWas  proyedt s>

Mean while th’e Respondent no. 2 decided the

;np resentation dated 14.8.86 oefore ﬂle applicuh.on

0. 4 o, 4/90(L)/ of 1990 was heard by the Hon'vle
.T;ibuné. for admission. Acco rd;ngly plaint needed
ammdmmts which was made oy ﬁae move of M.-. No. 68/91
(L) of 1991 and were 1nco zporated uader orders of the

‘i‘riounal only on 19. 91 before the Dy. Registrqr

' ,concemevd.

& | That on recelpt oi‘ counter and Reaoinder in
‘Ghe case the Ld Dy Registrqr ordered for listing of

the case for findl hesring before the bench of the L

3



...300. .

T-Dn ole J:ziounol on 3.’? 1991 in -absence of the apnlicant

and also no no’rche wes served upon the epplicc.nt as per
poceeding-sheets dated 19.4‘.91 as maintained by ﬁ1e ‘

courte

%o | "‘hat on o.? 1991 the T1Ion ble Bench consis’cs.

of Hon'ole Mr. Justlce U.C. Sx:i.vastava, V. C. and Hon'ble-

’1 | Mr. A,B. czorthi,ﬂ Member (A of this Hon'ble 'Lr.lo‘unal

. su:mnalily disiniéséd ghe case on the back of the
gppl].cgﬁu without afowj.né, any appo:r‘tunlty to be heazd

v\_’ “ _ as prayed for in oreach of the principle of ¥ATURAL

o ' ‘JUS’ECE i..“e. I."rinkciplte‘ o»f reading down and cbrxstitutio.a.

1 nal safe guards envisaged 'in Art. 311(2) _of the

: Consti tutionzk of Indisa

| - ihe Bx -pe;rte‘judgement dated 5.7.91 is

.,.auexed to this pe‘a’rion as Annexure A=le

", | . F{enf*e thls review peti.tion on the followlng

{ ' -gmunds anngst manJ others s
i )

o : | DATED 5.7, 1991

& that the Hop."b_l"e' Tﬁibungihgs.ériéd fo

dismiss the case sdnméxily on the ba@k of the gpplicant

and eCLso v}vithout a;flfo rding oppo rbunity to be heard in

b;’;e’ach of the pﬁnciplé of reééing down ahd'con‘sti'tutiié,
| “nel safe guards théi%by the judgement dated 5.7.91 is -

HORetmns oad foi: ail féifngss since justice should not be done

only but it should be shown to be done.
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6. | "hnt the deparhnentql authoritles have been
pzompted by amistaken faet and bel:Lei‘ that in chalge
SBGO is not enti tl ed to cla:.m lono ra xium for the work |
of preparation of lists of SB silent accounts for the
yn T 198f ..8‘* by wxong eppllCd'bion of' semce 1l es

aﬂd also in ez:x.stence of G P&.L Letter no. 1/34/76 SB

dated 1. 2.77, Which is o non -emsting fact or circum -

stanCes as per Amexure A -2 annexed to this petition.

Y Lo | The Hon'ble Tribungl has erred therefore not
_ 4’ to adgudicate these issue raised by the applico,nt.
1 ’ ' S

. Mt e jolnder dated 35; 2.91 filed by e
gpplicant ageﬁ.nst thé réspondént'é reply has not b_eén
.entertainéd by the Hon"blé 'l‘ribu;uﬂ. as a~wmf§i‘tene—

rep resentation even vmgugh the Tribunal has Otherwise

| wi de powers to enﬁer’can such suﬁplimentarj p}le’adings

J‘{ 4;' ian the in“’cereﬁ’c of}jusvtice ‘where o prejudice is causéd

thereby to the other p arties.

Moremrer the new mle 2(0) oif C.A.L‘ (pioceduré)
rul es 1987 spec:.f:.cally pxov1des for a re-aoinder .
Thus as helﬂ in RAJHAVAI\I NADARAJAN V3 CAPT D.&r.l\f.
( Adm“) Tepo rted in (1989) 9 4% C 671, the Hon'ble
L‘rlouncl has erred to act in G.eIOé"tJ.On o:E its c;wn

rules while dismissing the appllcation %P arte by

judgement dated Se7.91,
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8. " Thgt where an applica,tion under section « 19

of C.A,J.. Act, 1985'13 mnmaxily dismissed 1% is ungder
thé amendedpmvision of Section 6.19 (l’é) of the said
Act obligatory to give reasons whereas the Hon'ble |
'L‘ribﬁnd. hés fai_leci to e;ccoi;d reasbns. for dismissél

6f the ;pplication émnmanly excépt copylng down the
findings énwneré;ted by the Acﬂni'nistrgtive Authori ties
¥ % ' entrusted to act undér CCS(CCA) Rule 1965 without ény

| élgmn;nts or narrati'veé opraw t0 erradicate in.covnsj.s.;
\ﬁ ' | tency raised for jvudi'cial review and adjudicsbion -b.efor

the Hoa'ble rribunsle

The judgenent thus delivered is bad in the

eyes of Lew on account of non - gpplications of mingd
gnd poper dlschaige O'f-obligation with reasons for
conclusion therefore deserves to be reviewed o setb

sside in the interest of justice and all falmess.

9. ﬁhat the Hon'ble Trxibunal has efred‘bjr acting
upon e]_zoneous facts ‘L;y 'dj.scussin,g‘thmugh out the
majbrpart O£__$he_'ju§ge1{?_en’§ d_a?ed_ 5.7.-91 a péfﬁent ;1'10
of ‘i’acts of adverse entries recorded in G R of the
app]ij. cation dor the yeai' 1§85 .;84 and @isposal of the
r;ap r;sentatiorlzx"dated 14 8.86 'by the Chiéf P.M.;G., U.AIP'.
Circ].e,_ Luckunow Responde_nt n0. 2okspisthese faéts hag
e become irrelejrant'fOr ad;judic;tion éuipoés énd un..
al %W " -warranted subject-matter‘ alter inco woration of #
. , e

'060o "
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20, 585 is quoted here below :=

Page & Para 5 (ﬂ Shr.l. Bagloo Ran Bill 01erk hecount

oy

branch in his w;és at 14, 585 stated
that the bill end A 101l was recéived
oy him snd théne were al ready c0rrect
tions in the bill gad ermor. Hé
further adde‘d that he signed the 4
®ll and bill and no knowledge as to v

who had brough these bills and A Rolld

Pge éPgig 23 M Asll‘egafds correction in the bill- and
A Pll , it is found thgt Shri Pachan -
i has stated that the co rrection
was madé by him on 28.12.84
me bill wes sanctioned by the P.I. én
8,12 84 . could not be

- examined.....;.. "
| ‘i‘,"huhsv the csvnz;ders of punishment made vigde

iaexure A4 annexed to the originsl epplication be held

to be inﬂicted with an a‘oU.Sé of power and th e reby

judgenent dated .7 91 i‘or its better palt is not
immuned from Jud;mal in velidgtlon f01 lan of‘ univers"].
appllCotion and reasons as lgn.d down by a Long, line of

dem.sxons end.mg with the case N M. Dessaid Vs. Testeels

Ltd reported 1n ( 1979) 3 S8C 226,

»

. 4 =
12, Mgt 1% is submitted further that the adjlf.di ‘
| e 8
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cation erred in wshing through without giving a proper

 and effective chance to the epplicant to state its

cause and a8 such the very essence of the guarantee

epitomised in Art 14 and 16(1) has been infringed

s observed incese 1lla Chgudhari Vs. Union of Indisa

reported in ( 1989) 10 4iC 631,

In John Lucas Vs, Addle Chief Mech. Ehgr.
Tepo rted in ( 1987) 3 ALC 33 it is held thut it is
obligatory on the 'i‘xibunal even in its orders of summ.

anj{ rejection to w1ite a reasoned order so thqt it may -

be clear beyond douot th st the 'L‘xibuncl had anplled its

ming to the issues rsiseds

“he Judgement Ps ssed by this Hon ble fribunal
on 5.’/.91 y 1t is submitted, is t%;e result of exercise
of sdjudicstion of issue ralsed arwitrarily or without
zﬁyme er re.asons; as the ’I‘zibunel »hes no polwer to decide

the gpplication evenon merit in spplicant's absences

-

P RAYER

WHERFEFORE the goplicant vexy respectfully
submits and proys that the Hon'ble Tiibunel be very

graciously pleased % set aside the Exparte judgement

" delivered iy O. 4 Ho. 24/90(L) of 1990 Hari Prasad

Pachaun Vse Union of J.Kl(],'l.a and others on U.'7 1991
by rest ﬁn{, the case at its original number and pl acing

orders to list the case for find hearing ou no.tice to
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|
thé p arties in thie inte;es‘o‘ of justice and fair

disposal of the ?ase .

Lucknow Datedg..

| @/L/ T e rsrn. -

Gouwasel for Mlicqn
"R, V., Tiwarl

l Advocaee
¥ | A ~J+<f’ Sl O
| | - Lucknow Bench
| ' » tReg. No, 4791/89),

AR !_
15,7.1991 |
f
(

1
!.
|
N
!
j
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CENTRAL A]Zi‘e-IIqu'L RATIVE TRIDUNAL AT AL AMAB 1D

CI RCUI Y BENC‘I LUCKNOW

Review Petition No. of 1991
In -Te

Ou e lio. 24/9011_,) of 1990

Bx Parte Juigeanent dsted £.7.1991 -

-r\ N Wy v v e W e W YWY YV Y Y Y e L e Ve

\
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| _Applicant

Versus

Union of India znd others . Respondent_

AFFIDAVI

I, Hari Prasad Pachauri sged sbout 56 years
son of Shri Rem Swaroop working as A A O. 0/0 The
Dirvector of Accounts, ( Postal) U.P. Circle, Aninsbad

Lucxnow do hereby solemnly affimm and state on oagth

ss under -

1. . that the deponent is the petitioney’ epplicent
in the case and is fully conversent with the feots and

cl rcunstances of the case deposed hereinas under.

2 That consequerlxt upon the disposal of the

rEp fesentatj.on doved 14.8.86 filed by the deponent
galnst the adw'rersue entries recorded in his C. R for
the yeaf 1983 .;84 by the Respondent no. 2 mendmeqts

in the plaint in O. A No. 24/90(L) of 1990 were



before the bench available in ebsence of the deponent

were sccordingly incowporated on 19. 491 befo re!

Dy. Registrar of the Tribunsgl.

S_,\l

thst on receipt 0f counter and rejoinds

Ld Dy. Registrar listed the case for fiugl hean

snd his cownsel on 57.1991 wifhout any notice with )
the result that neither the spplicsnt nor his céunsel
could appesr before the Hoii'ble Bench of the Tﬁbunel
on 47,1991 to éta‘ce cause ond issues ralsed for

2 -
Judicidl sdjucgtion « The depouent further declare that

the Annexures snnexed to the review petition are the

photocopy of the origingl documents,

4o Phat the cause of non -sgppearance of the
deponedt snd his counsel on the date fixed for fingl

hegring of the case 1o &7.3991 is bonsfide as per

p1oceedings mxmIin sheets maintzgined by the court,
Ee " That the exparte judgement dated 5.7.1991

deserves % De restored oun its oxiginal number ang
the case be listed for finsl hearing oh notice to
the porties concemed in the interest of justice aad

falr disposegl of the case S

e

o Jilhoct o
Lucknow Dabeds - Deponent

16,7, 1991
o e a [ ]
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Verlfication

I, the sbove named deponent 4 herevy verify
that the contents of para 1 to & of this affidavit

are te to my owa knowledge aond arebelieved by me

to be trues

Signed snd werified this 15th dey of July,

1991 in the court compound abt Lucknow

Deponent

~fdentify the deponent who
Co ke :

rl

" © Ha8 %Signed before me

s,

-

" 5 o ] e comnlc
¢34, ﬁ o ( RV, Mwan)—
T Wanphisoihlc maveonts —_— pAY

beer ep pe ey Agvo cate

R (V-_,D(warl.

Advocste
High Coury
Luckoow Bench
(Reg. Ho, 4791/83)
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[ UHE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT ALL AMARAD
CL RCULBENCH LUCKNOW. /

Hari PrasadPadlanlr;'  ceeeess  fpplicent

Versus

Union of India and o'_thers coe Respoudents

RBSISTERED ADDRESS

HARL P RASAD P ACHAURL SON OF SHRI RAM SWAROOP
WORKLNG 4S 4 A O. 0/0 THE DIRECIOR OF

ACCOUNTS ( POSTAL)s U.P. CLRCLE, AMINABAD

‘\-OLVOQ?‘h

LUCKNOY.
. @/{/ Tees OJVL/.
UCKNOW DATED: - . APPLICANT S Coumsel
1507091 ‘I. ?i' (’l/a g[wari
' Advocste
High Court

Lucknow Behch
{Reg. fo. 4791i6%)

I
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] ~IRCUIT BENC., HICKIOW,
- CTRAL AUk IN LS IRAEL IVE PRIBUNEL, CIRCUIT BEHC:, /w\
i : N

) IN i CER -

;ln wr, .
FPPLICHNT
il.P. PaChaurl PR L soe o0 ®

| Ve raus,
4 )

e ®e 8 P )

Union of India & QuUners

BUNEURS o A-2

| EXIRECT OF D.G, pal leteer No, 1-34/76-5B deted 1,2,1977.

REL~S OF NOHOnEsIUN ZHD LORMS OF O, 1,2,

"Ihe control organisation is reguiréd to Go sore edditio
For prep

work ol pericaiced nature on INGULEL D515 . iveeeees s
r'a‘i‘ion of the silent accounus lists eand aoing other conrectad
WLk Uie staff ol the CONtroi Orgenisstion and Savings penk

‘ branch is entitlea to the folloving rateés of honorarium w.e,i,
| Lo2o77 civene vveiee ceeeee e

iNis €AULaCt 1s &as el POSIAL MENUEL OF .S.B.c,é;., .

IGO0 PROCURE.S,

/ | * e o000
1. . o . .
V-LAJ:f\'(O‘., T2 CQTI:Y aﬂlau A ‘
6:9/2/’ ﬁc«t\ﬂ/\/\ “ j ‘
CR- (l/‘ Dt'war[ ’

» Adv.
High COU!tI L vty (hemekl,
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IN THAE CENTRAL ADM IN ISTRATIVh.. ’I‘RIHJI\;PL CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKNOW.

I(. - ' | 0.4, //é% :

DAIED ;

H.,p, Pachauri eo e ceeoss APPLICANT
! versus, _
Union of India & Oth€rs .eee «.us RESPONDENTS
'ANNEAUR::: No. A1 .
v . ' . 7
E.AIRACT QF PARA 24 (4) OF POSiAL MANUI'L OF SHZO PA.TRB\]G &
J-CO PROCEHJRA».S ’10 BE RALD. MIIH D. L:. BOblS mITk:.R NO. 1. 2/86 SB
DATED 26 2, 1986

PREPARAT ION OF LISL OF S1L&NT ACOUNTS
"'"'. . ! (4 ) Pll&:n ac t jl-) rl L ] 'O e o o L) . L ] . * . « [ ] L] - * * L L) [ ] L] .
\ o o o ; . o;’o e ¢ & ® o . 6 & o & © o s o The orfficial incharge

~\ ol the ASBOO will test check tew entries and sign at the bottom of

eaCh page-of the li.StS e o ¢ o e e ©® o e e & © o e e »

¢ o [ ] . L] [

The -Official incharge SBCO will pe held responsible for timely

s
preparation of lists of silent sccounts and will record the follow-
ing certificates . . . « « o« o o unaer his dated signature "
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CENTRAL ALMIKISTRATIVE TRIBURAL, ALLASATAD

e v ' LUCKNOW CIKCUIT BEKCH

Registration C.A. No.24 of 1990(L)

ERIEPRR

Hari Fresad rPachauri

. versus

Azplicant

Union of Incia & Gthers .....Respondents

AT

'x
. 4
Hon.Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava, V.C. o
Hon. Mr, A.B.Gorthi, !lember(A) i

(By Hon.Mr.Justice U.C.Srivagtava,V.C.)
. L

i
The applicant who was vorking as J.A.C. 3 -}]
! 1
Incharge SECO: Lucknow G.P.0. during the year 1984-85 §

and the rreperation of lists of Silent S.B. Accounts

for the year 1984-85 vas pending, has prayed this

{{ C : Tribunal that the imputstions levelled against the
' . applicant are vague and based on no evidence, this

. _ Tribunal may be pleased to drop the charges and

\i'“ eedings iritiated under Rule 16 of CCS(CC&A)
1
1965 an¢ the punishmenty inflicted are bad
k( wfim L
,u\ es of law and vithout of mind by

le
2 non-speaking orcer of the disciplinary

which is liable to be guashed. The

p 3 . 3, p)m&\ ent of s'ccr page of next increment of the
ic.:nt for two years without cunmulative effect

may. be also be set aside an¢ the review order also
N

be set aside and the withholéing of promotion and
non-consideration of the applicant for promotion

on due Gate alongwith the officers who are junior

\7"/ ' beel '  to him vas ‘no.t. legal and that the respondents ‘may :
. ! o . be diretted to modify the date of promotion of the ¢ ' J
ﬁ/ | o . applicant fré:n 50.10.89’ t0 1.4.87 with retrospective :} 2
. N - i
“ \ ’ ‘ ‘ date. On 2.7.86 the applicant was served with the : i 3
. . i

‘T (i—l*ikJquﬂ—f
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following imputations of charges while he was |

vorking as J.A.LO.

" wnile vorking &s J.A.0. SBCO IW, he vas
entrusted vith the vork of getting the list '
of silent S.E.hccounts for the year 1984-85
prepareé. For doing this viork WC SBCO,
lLedger clerk and AFM (SB) are only entitled
to Qet honorarium as per Directorate
instructions. J.AR.0. is not entitled to '!
any honorariun. The J.A.O. is expected to i -
e test check few entries in each 1fst and
' this work he is expected to 8o during office
hours. The applicant is allegeé to have
claimeé an honorarium of Rs,211-10 by scoring
out the name of S/Shri D.K.Srivasteva and
Shyamsuner UDCs and including his name
. mana@ged to drav honorarium although he was
‘( o ‘ ‘ , ‘not entitled for the said honorarium.®

Departmental proceedings took place and the punishing

authority after teking into consideration the material
on the recoré held that the applicant has committed i
ious irregularity. The Director of Postal

ts U.P.Ciréle, Lucknow being the disciplinery

ty in his case, in exercise of the powers ' j
upon him as per Rules under CQS(CC&R)Rules,
jered stop, age of increments for tWo years
t*cumulative effect vide oréef ét. 10,9.86.
applicant preferred an ag~eal to the Postmester
General :.F.2. Circle Lucﬁnow against tﬁe said stoppace |
~of increments order who after considering &l asgects

of the case rejected the appeal vice order dt._26.3;87'
S : ’ ) znd vhich communicated to him vice letter ¢ét. 17.6.87.

she applicent was not entitle@ for Honorerium for the
vork which vés dene by him and that is why the applicant

did not menticn his name at initia) stage ir the hono-

_‘\\\\\ rarium bill and accuittance roll but, lategﬂn after the

N rill had been pas=d by the corpetent authority, he

Btes)
Jeion,
T
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W

cscored out the names of S/thri L.¥.Srivacteve, ULC
€90, Shyem Sunder, UWC ané A.K.Srivestave, ULC in
the hornorariun ill an‘c" entereC his own name in ;lece
of Shri A.i.Srivasteva, ULC anG manage¢ to Craw the
'amount on 29.12.84. The matter was referred to the
Merber (Personrel) Fostal Services Board and he &lso
did not find any ground eitﬁer to set asiCe or review
ki the punish'ner-)t. The applicant had also mad:
representation agesinst the adverse remarks to the
Chief Postmaster General, Lucknow vhich was ceciced
on 16.11.90. The entry ageinet item Ko.17 was ordered
to be expunged. - Entry egainst item No.6 vwas mocified
and remdérks regarding attending to audit otjections

was a)llovwed to stand in his ACR., The D.P.C. met in

ecerr.ber; 1987 for promotion from JAO's cadre to AhC
e w,e,f, 1.4.87 but the applicaent was found not
s‘% or promotion, Ultimately in the year 1989 the

a',)gg ant was given promotion after expiry of the
Vs

i

hment period. The charge levelled agsinst the

icant is vague as per assertion given by the
pplicant. We have gone through the charge anc ve
do not find thzt the charge is vague and is
misconstituted. Facts ere clear that vhen the

applicant was not entitled for honorerium even then
he managed to draw the same &8s stated above. The

punichment order has also been challenged on the ground
that it is & non-speaking order &nd there was no
'; pplicafion of mind@. The Postmaster General hes
rejected the epplicant's representation efter
consicering all the aspe.cts of the cése., The Member
\- .I (Personnel) Postal Services Board also did not find

any ground to review the punishment. It is true

¢ o S EBIE
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that during this period his junicrs have teec
from the JAD cadre to MO cadre in the year 1587. His

cese was elso consicered but the applicCant was not
found £it for promoticn Ty the L.F.C. in the ycer 1987,

He was given promoticn in the year 1989 after expiry

of the punishment period. The promotional post was

@ selection: post and it was within the jurisdéiction

4‘} . -
e Wl he review D.P.C. to select or not to select. The o l

)

vt -
théw 1vice record and after considering all the
C Ll

ental Promotion Cow ittee after going though

oted from the ycar 1987. In the above circums- s

ey Baes .o

W{ ‘ punishment order which has been passed on the materiel
- ' on record with reasons. Accordingly, the application

is cismissed with no order as to costs.

RSN

\{ | , s T

. T Mewver 1) Vice Chaiman ‘ .

. , . Dated the____ £ July, 1991. - .

, : " RrM : : M__ﬁ%
e

g

ection Officer
Centrai Aaministrative Tribunel i
T ¢ } Cricult Bench 1k
‘ LUCKNOW




