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None presant for the applicant,
Shri M, Vgsudeva Rao present for
the respnndants. Shri Rao requests
for one weeks’ time to file a
supplemental statement of objsctiones
in the matter, Roqusst granted,
This application wik} be listed for
heazing on 30.9.1986, Notice shall
be issued to both eides/by registersd
post/AB intimating the next dste of
hesring, They shall also be
informed that ne further adjournmant-
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wil) be granted in the metter
and in their absence, the matter
will be decided gx Barte,
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The grievance of the applicant
is that the charges levelled
against him, viz., short payment
of the amounts received by him,
have not been substantiated and in
view therecf, the 2nd respondent
was not justified in imposing any
penalty on the applicant., In the
statement of objections filed on
behalf of the respondents, it is
stated that the charges were esta-
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blished by adducing oral as well a
documentaryAevidence.

On perusing the record and hea-
ring the counsel on both sides, we
are satisfied that the grievance

of the applicant is more imagingry
than real, nor is the applicant
justified in pleading that the
penalty imposed on him is excessive
We therefore see no reascn to set
aside the impugned order, The

application is dismissed. costs.
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