Versus

'isiﬁinr Superintendent of
Post Offices, Deoria Region,
Deoria and another ...

Hon, Mr, Justice J.C 5 Srivastava,v Ll .
Hon'ble Mr. K, Obayva, Mambar-ié)

( By Hon. Mr. Justice U.C. Srivastava,vC.)
¥ ;’ The applicant who was working as 'Extra Departmental
-Ef_ Héht Peon Takiva was werved with a charge-sheet dated ;E%.
-'ﬁl.. g * ' 31.5.1985 with the allegation that while working, he 7;1
b 1 did not deliver the "oney Order of Rs., 300 to Shri Sharda 5ﬁ
l; Ohauhan, thHe real claimant, ‘but he misappropriated that .f%,“
M_gi amount and later on he delivered the same to the younger ;f%
r ) brother of the claimant. On the basis of the above charge= : o8
_f}; sheet, the applicant was put off from duty on 13.8.19835 and 5;
Ei;;“ s ultimately his services were terminated wvide order dateq ;;

31.3,1987. Thereafter, he filed an appeal, which too has
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| been dismissed by the respondent no.l wvide order dated
S

& 11,3.1988 The proceedings against the applicant on he !
| 2z
basis of the complaint made by Shri Sharda Chauhan that
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the amount has not been received by him. The applicant took

ER G - the plea that the money was delivered to his brother Ajit
s Chauhan, No document whatsoever could be $83@ produced nor
was the effort made to summon any document which may
indicate that infact the payment was made to Ajit Chauhan
on a particular date before witnesses and he raee&vad~ﬁ§Q;§

~ money on behalf of Sharda Chauhan and in the absence of

811 such witnesses, the
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in yhich the penalty of dismissal ftrom service can bi_“fﬁ.

"given, it can do so’,

-

& e ;aarned counsel tfor the applicant contended thaﬁ' :E
as the money was paid to Ajit Chauhan subseguently, and i
this fact was later on, admittad by Sharda Chauhﬁn-aa53 _j _ ;&
after making the complaint, he should hava been d&em’ed_w

that the payment has been made and that aspect h351}at. 3
been tauiched. This aspect has been #wuched by the disciplinar?;:.
authority who has mentioned that the complaint was made ,~¥f'
by‘Sharda Chauhan and there was no. evidence to prove that :
infact the payment was made. The learned counsel then
contended that the appellate order is not a reasoned order

but is a non-speaking and short order, The appellate

authority affirmed the order passed by the disciplinary
authority- and in case the very same reasons have not

been stated and this much has been stated that I have gone
through the record and found that there was no reason to &ifﬁgﬂf
with the findings of the disciplinary authority, it can

not be said that he passed an unreasdned order.

3 Accordingly, there is no merit in the case and _ JT;}

1
i
the application is dismissed without any order as to costs. e

f._




