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2. The competent authority nrdered a departmental enquiry

against him, The enquiry officer concluded in his report

dated 13.10.98 that out of allegation No.1

|'?‘
]
e}
)
—
—
D
[}
A)]
-t
=
)
=)
2
D
NI

misappropriation of Rs. 3500 and ou

misappropriation of Re.8955 were proved against the

instead of SB-28, He has, therefore, he

allegations are fully pro oved,
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3. Rased on the report of the enquiry aofficer and te
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following due procedure of aff Farding an opportunity to the

applicant to make representation against the enquiry
officer’s findings, the disciplinary aunthority, agreeling

of dismissal from service on the applicant, vide his order

dated 19.2.1999, Appeal against the order passed by the
disciplinary authaority was alsa rejected by order dated
7.3.2001 Aggrieved by these orders that the applicant has
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4, The counsel for the applicant has assailed the impugned
orders of disciplinary as well appellate autharities

primarily on the ¢rounds that the applicant has been

deprived of submitting his written brief by the enquiry

documents were not allowed to he examined by

it is a case of no evidence,

the counsel for the responde
contended that the applicant, despite advice dated 25.9.98
by the enquiry officer to file his written brief within a

week, had failed to do so; however his defence statement

was duly considered by the competent authority prior to the
passing of the impugned order dated 9.2.99. He has also
contended that all the documents required by the applicant
were supplied to him for his defence The counsel has

have been proved against the applicant based o t

evidence available on record, it cannot bhe termed as a ca
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7. The reliance placed hy the applican counsel on the

decision of Supreme Court in the case of SRT & Ors. Vs,

Arvind K. Shukla JT 2001(4) SC 415 would not render anv
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above, we find no merit in the application and the same i
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(S. B Naik) (Smt, Lakshmi

i Swami
Member{A) Vice Chairman(J

accordingly dismissed. No costs,



