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GENTEAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, LUCKNGH BENCH , JALKNOS .
DA o 108 of 1992
. (OAMNo.943 of 19%0) .
Burge Prosad Nishad §eeeececerernns... Applicant.,
Versus . | .
Wricn of %dﬁe R Other8 Jieecessnss... Raspondentst
tor *his KriJustice UL &ivastaVi&‘Vﬁ .

(By Hordle Mr,Justice UL .Srivastava,VL.)

The applicant was working as Brajch Post
Haster of Saya Branch Post Off ice in Account with
Bishore Sub Office wnder Fajzshad Postal Division in
L¢34, Mo wes charged for having misappropriated a sum
0f BACOO > sald to have bean tendered on 1272787 by
Shel Ehsgwan Deen on behalf of one SmtiPrema Devi
for crediting 4%t €0 her S.BAccc mnt standiag &t Saya
Bronoh Post Officel Tt was alleged that the applicant
although credited the sald amount in the pass«book ufider
his sigmature and alse iaprassing the same With date- -
ootoem of the said post of fice, he failed to credit
it 4=to the corresponding page o the ledger and also
in 3.0, Bally Accoumt for the day. Thus, he hes vidlated

¢t movicions of Rule 131 if B.O.Rules and thoss of
Bulo L7 of EDA (C& S)Rules;1964, The applicant denied
Lhe charge end @n Znquiry Officer was appoimtedt Before
tho Boquiey Officex, the said Sati.Prema Devi and her
husbansd Bhagwan Deen were examimed and her husband
Bhagwan Deen deposed that he had taken back the amoumt
shoxtly after he had deposited it but falled to get
400 entPy scored out from his pass-book, The enquiry
©{¢izer came o0 the conclusion that it appears thst
the eppliseant had deposited the amount but later

oug he refunded that amount to him but no correction

©es made by himy thet is why he violated the B O.Rales
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and misappropriatisowas not preved. TheDisciplinary
Agtharity did not sgres with the findings, recorded
by the Enquiry Officer and held that the applicent is
guilty of the gharges levelled against his and he
. wpo gemoved from service vide order dated 31§1%89. ©
The apmal,ﬂled‘against the same was also dismissed
on 235790, The learnod counsel for the applicant
contended that uhile disagreeing with the £indings
re_cerdﬂ by the &gg;um_mmn?; theDisciplinary
Authority should have given 8 show cause notice &0
whe applicent assigning reasons therein of his
.@isagreeaent%ﬂ But that was not done in this cese
and the applicant ﬁas been deprived cf epportuwnity
6f hearing which violated the principle of natural
Justice as has been held in the cass of *Narainii .
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Accordingly, this épglicatioa is allewad and both
the ciers dated 3153889 and 23U7.90 are quashed?
Hgwever, it will be open for the respondents to contd-

spue with the enquiry after giving epportumity to the
epplicamt dnd aftertgiving a ae‘t‘isa assigning

reasons gherein of his disagreenent which has been
8o recovded and ﬂth'erqgfter to pass a speaking order
in sccordance with law) No order #s to costsd
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VICE CHAIRMAN.




