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> 5 As perlapplicant's case, he Was
subjected to departmgntal disciplinary proceedings
on thed charge of midtappropriation,&s much as thata
on 13./10,1988, Shri §atya Narain Singh depogtted

a sum-lof Rs. 13000/~ ilp Branch Post Office, Pachwate
and handed over thelamounm to the applicant}, who
was pdsted there as [Branch Post Master but | the
applidant made entfy of Rs,3000/- in the ledger

and cqnverted the rgpt of Rse 10,000/~ to hisl own
use. |After the due|flepartmental inguiry, the
punishment order wag| passed through which the
appligant was dismigped from service.,. Against
this punishment ordef, the applicant preferred
appeal but could not succeed there and the [same
was dlsmissed vide ¢rder dated 16.12.1992 and now
he hés come up hefoxe the Tribunal seekihg re-
dressal against thefjpunishment oxder as well as
the. appellate ordeE mainly on the ground that
due procedure has nft been adopted. He wag denied
opportunity to defeid himseif ?higé_not providing
copies of the documgnts for which he made request
during the iaguiry gnd also that the evidence has
not bleen assessed i right prospective, The pun-

ishment and appellafte order have been passéd on

presumption and surfises.

Qi The né¢spondents have contested the
case |and supported [fhe départmental_procaeiings

and drders passed.

4., : Heard]| the learned counsel for the

, parties and perused] the record,
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Bia The punishment order and the app-

ellate order flow out of findings dn the ing#uiry

proceedings but no rellief has been sought in respect

of imqﬁiry report norjjthe same hag been impugned in
the matter. If the grguments placed from the side
of the lpplicant are tonsidered and the factp narr-
ated in respect of inquiry report are taken into

account, even thah ifjwill not be of much hellp to

here during judicial review

S p—

the applicant becausq

we are|not expected P 9O deep in side the inquiry
proceedings or to give findings on evidence |or

evidentiary value of|fthe evidence,which camg up

during| the inquiry.

6. so farllas the punishment order is
concerned, it is notjin dispute that the same has
been passed by the cpmpetent atthority. The pefusel
of thd order shows gpat it is w%}l detailed| and the
punishment authorityfhas exercised his mind| to arrive

at conclusion. So #pr as the appellate order is

-

concerned, copy of wpich has been annexed as anne-

xure A-1, it also goes to show that the same has not

all
peen passed mechanigplly and/the relevant facts have

been considered befgre deciding the appeal,

T For tpe above, we do not find any
ground to set asidd|either of the two impugned
orders. The 0.A, ilg dismissed being devoid of

meriti,. No order ag|to costse.
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