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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLAHABAD
WRIT - A No. - 1733 of 2026

Lakhan Singh
..... Petitioner(s)
Versus
State Of U.P. And 4 Others
..... Respondent(s)
Counsel for Petitioner(s) . Brgesh Nath Ral, Rageev Upadhyay,
Sr. Advocate
Counsel for Respondent(s) : C.S.C.

Court No. - 33

HON'BLE VIKAS BUDHWAR, J.

1. Heard Sri Rahul Mishra, learned Senior Advocate assisted by Shri Brijesh
Nath Rai, learned counsel for the writ petitioner and Sri Pramod Kumar
Srivastava, learned Additional Chief Standing Counsel for the State.

2. This Court entertained the writ petition on 06.02.2026 and sought
instructions. Instructions have been produced, which are available on record.

3. Sri Pramod Kumar Srivastava, learned Addl. Chief Standing Counsel has
made a statement at Bar that he is well equipped with the instructions and is
in a position to argue the case. He does not propose to file any counter
affidavit and he further submits that the writ petition be decided on the basis
of the documents available on record.

4. With the consent of the parties, the writ petition is being decided at the
fresh stage.

5. The case of the petitioner is that he superannuated as Gram Panchayat
Adhikari, Block Development Office, Charkhari, Mahoba on 31.12.2023. As
per the writ petitioner, owing to allegations sought to be leveled against the
writ petitioner for his working as Gram Vikas Adhikari, a show cause notice
was issued on 20.05.2025 show causing the writ petitioner as to why
appropriate action and recovery be made in view of the infirmities found in
re-audit objections. The petitioner claims to have replied to the show cause
notice dated 20.05.2025 on 09.06.2025. However, according to the writ
petitioner, a stand should taken by the respondents that the writ petitioner
had not replied to the show cause notice, thus another notice came to be
issued on 09.10.2025, to which the petitioner tendered his reply on
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15.11.2025 and thereafter, now, according to the writ petitioner on
09.12.2025, notice/order came to be passed by the District Panchayat Raj
Officer, Mahoba, seeking to recover 50% of ¥7,91,060.00 to the tune of
Rs.3,95,530/-.

6. Questioning the said order, present writ petition has been preferred.

7. This Court entertained the writ petition on 06.02.2026, wherein the
following order was passed:

"1. Contention of the learned counsel for the writ petitioner is that he is a retired
Gram Panchayat Adhikari who stood retired on 31.12.2023, however, for the
allegations referable to the Year 2011-12, to 2018-19, a show cause notice came to be
issued for recovery on 20.05.2025, which came to be replied on 09.06.2025 and
without considering the reply so submitted by the writ petitioner, the order impugned
has been passed.

2. Put up this case on 09.02.2026, as fresh, by which time Si Manish Kumar, learned
Sanding Counsel to obtain instructions.”

8. Learned Senior Counsel appearing for the writ petitioner sought to argue
that first of al, the recovery so sought to be made against the writ petitioner
is time-barred beyond the statutory period as provided under Rule 256 and
257 of the U.P. Panchayat Ra Rules, 1957. Further submission is that
though the writ petitioner was issued a show cause notice on 20.05.2025 to
which the writ petitioner tendered his reply on 09.06.2025 and thereafter
according to the respondents, another notice came to be issued on
09.10.2025, to which the writ petitioner tendered his reply on 15.11.2025,
but the reply so sought to be submitted by the writ petitioner to the notices
has not been considered and by a single stroke of pen, the impugned order
stands passed against the writ petitioner shouldering financial liability upon
the writ petitioner.

9. Submission is that there is a prescribed procedure for taking action against
the Gram Vikas Adhikari, however the same partakes the character of a
show cause notice, and once it is the specific reply of the writ petitioner that
he has tendered his reply, and in case according to the District Panchayat Raj
Officer, the reply was not satisfactory and suitable, then too reasons have to
be accorded while meeting out the contentions sought to be raised in reply to
the show cause notice. According to the learned Senior Counsdl, the said
exercise is completely lacking, thus the impugned order be set aside.
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10. Shri Pramod Kumar Shrivastav, on the basis of instructions produced
before this Court, has submitted that the writ petitioner was issued a show
cause notice on 20.05.2025, the petitioner did not submit any reply.
Thereafter, on 09.10.2025, another show cause notice was issued, to which
also the petitioner also did not give a suitable reply and ultimately, on
09.12.2025 again a show cause notice came to be issued and in absence of
any reply to the show cause notice, the impugned order came to be passed.

11. | have heard the submissions so raised across the Bar and perused the
record carefully.

12. Apparently, the writ petitioner happens to be a Gram Panchayat
Adhikari, and he was issued a show cause notice on 20.05.2025 for the
alegations regarding infirmities committed by him while being posted for
the period from June 2011 to December 2011. The writ petitioner asserts that
he has submitted his reply to the said notice on 09.06.2025 (Annexure-7 at
page 44). According to the writ petitioner, again a show cause notice was
issued on 09.10.2025 to which the writ petitioner tendered his reply on
15.11.2025 (at page 152 of the paper book). In the reply dated 15.11.2025,
the writ petitioner had referred to the earlier reply submitted by the writ
petitioner on 09.06.2025. The reply dated 15.11.2025 is quoted hereinunder:-

1091/7-40/amofe0/31feR/ifed/2025-26 faigr 09/10/2025 ATYR/ATCH /TSRO & Ty H SFawTd e
& op B9 oo TasieeuT frier 09/06/2025 i ISREE 81eh & STUeh! ST § w1ed Afed Sl o 3R ufafelfy sieme
TS it wRiereh ATSRRT, FarT bl ST o1l

fAuiRa ued W ufddeT Hofdo HRIHRT (do) Fd 3 W IFH @1 & FhR & W adH TUH Sit <l fom &r st
3Toh U1 37T oft ST 2

T Far FERt 31/12/2023 1 &1 S off TR U A9 H1g off aTfieraE el € IR gRT oft 1 &R Jofdo At @
g 2013 H T Siforerat 1 3t & fam e

T: TSR] AU HaT § UEqd &l I4 # QU T ToeieRer &7 03 B uiedt e e Tt § UfNd 81 Fua
TR e A FE RN

13. In the instructions dated 10.02.2026 of the District Panchayat Raj
Officer, Mahoba, reference has been made in paragraph no.6, that the writ
petitioner has submitted his reply to the notice on 15.11.2025, relevant
extract whereof is quoted hereinunder:-

"'6. A oft wRa g, dohTel AR, AT UETIa-TRET gRT SURIh U o oW § ST o SRER Feffa urew w
SUTe 3T Hied| Aigd e an




WRIA No. 1733 of 2026
4

e AR o THE UEd A e 37U U faieh- 15.11.2025 & A1 U {&7e6-09.06.2025 & wrmwid s gd
T 50 Hfed § dede faam i) (do) Ieme & H1eas ¥ 9oh & el T} ol dei e I Uad-TikeaT &
sifecra 9ret 7 o7 A & S 3 S a6t Sear TR T (98 Ee-16 € 18 a1

14. A bare look of the instruction would reveal that in the instructions, this
much has been admitted that the writ petitioner had tendered his reply on
15.11.2025 to show cause notice dated 09.10.2025. However, there is no
recital in the order impugned dated 09.10.2025 of the District Panchayat Rgj
Officer regarding the reply submitted by the petitioner to the show cause
notice dated 09.10.2025 on 15.11.2025.

15. Be that as it may, once contentions are raised which, according to the
petitioner, are sufficient, but according to the authority issuing the show
cause notice, they are not sufficient, then too reasons have to be recorded in
coming to the conclusons as to how and in what circumstances, the
contentions so set forth by the noticee is not sustainable. Since the order
impugned itself totally ignores and overlooks the reply submitted by the
petitioner. Thus, the order impugned cannot be sustained. Accordingly, the
writ petition is being decided in the following term:

(a) The notice/order dated 09.12.2025 passed by the District Panchayat Raj
Officer, Mahobais set aside.

(b) Matter stands remitted back to the District Panchayat Ra Officer,
Mahoba to pass afresh order within a period of six weeks.

(c) The writ petitioner for early disposal shall file a certified copy of the
order passed today before the District Panchayat Ra Officer, Mahoba by
13.03.2026.

(d) On the said motion, the authority shall proceed to decide the matter with
most expedition.

16. Needless to point out that on violation of principles of natural justice, the
order impugned has been set aside, thus the same may not be construed to be
an expression on merits as the adjudicating authority shall pass an order
strictly in accordance with law.

17. With the aforesaid observations, the writ petition stands disposed of.

February 23, 2026

N.S.Rathour

(Vikas Budhwar,J.)

Digitally signed by :-
NIPENDRA SINGH RATHOUR
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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