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rPTTE HON'BLE NP. K•P.AC 	 T TTP:FYA,EEF (TIICIAL) 

lThether reporters o local rners may he 
allojed to see the judmet ? Yes. 

To he referred to the reporters or not ? Yes 

iThether Their Lordships vjish to see the fair 
cony of the jugment ? Yes. 
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17142, 1 	(J), 	In this 	plicntio uri(er section 19 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the pett:oner 

makes out a grivance for having been clis-charged from 

scrvice by the competent authorities while the 	titioner 

as serving as a Postmaster in Huruüki Post Office i4ithin 

the district of Ganj am. 

2. 	 Succinctly stoted, the case of the 

petitioner is that he as apointed 	to act as the 

Postmaster of Humuki Post Office and he loined as such 

on 22nd November, 1968. His nreeecessor mas one 

icrishna Chanc1ra Pnda and the nresent petitioner was 

amointod against the vcancy caused by the removal 

of the said irushna. ChanOzn Panda in a deartmental 

roceeding. Being aggriered by the orer passed by 

the cometnt authority removing Krshnn Chandra Panda 

from srice , the said Krushna Chanra Panda approached 

the }[on'hle High Court of Orissa by filing an anpilcation 

under Article 226 of the Constitution praying therein 

to civash the order of removal . After passing of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 19859  the said ca.e came to 

this Bench on transfer to be adjudicated hich forinxj.  

subject-matter of Transferred Apnlication No.115 of 1986 

disposed of by this Bench on 23.10.1986. lo the said 

judg'ent , -vie said as follos :- 

it 	 Therefore, the order of removal is 

hereby set -aside. "he 	ttioner 

should be orth-ith re-instated to 
U ervice  
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H 	"Dirice  there are sonie grave afleations 

'de gainst the netftioner, 1,j6 lenre 

it to the discretion of the 	sciplinary 

authority to niroceed \iith the inquiry 

ccordin' to l, If he so chooses or 

lso keeMng in viei.j the long time 

occupied during jh1ch the 'etitiäner 

ha faced the hazards of an inquiry Prd 

the judicial process, me think the 

disciilinary authority - jould not be 

committing xy illegality if matter 

is no longer pursued . 

After receit of a cony of this judgment, 

the netitioner in Transferred A1icntion flo.115 of 198 

jas re-instated to service in TTumuki 'ost Office and 

consequently the ser--iceg of the present otitionr namely 

Akul t3ehera ias terinated. Pc7ainst this order of 

termination , the petitioner Akul Behera has moed this 

Bench in his aliction under section 19 to quash 

the order of termination. 

After hearing lenn- ed counsel for both 

sides , ue are of opinion that the Departmental Authority 

had no other option but to re-instate frushna Chandra 

Pandq, as Postiaster of Humuki Post Office in viej of the 

specific direction given by this Bench in the aforesa d 

judgment .This fact has also been meitioned by the 

3uperintendent of Post Offices, Aska Division in his 

Io. 1'/1-2/o7-8 dated 14.1.1987 forming subject-matter 

4- 
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01 	nneure - 9. Go far as this Bench is cocerned, it 

cannot ge any relief to the nresent 'etitioner because 

t may run contrary to the viei taken in our judgment 

assed in T.A.Jo. 11 of 1986. 

G. 	 Befre je nart vvith this case, e c'nnot but 

observe that the nresent petitio:er has served in Humuhi 

Post Office since 22.11.1968 he, nearly about 19 years 

In such circumstances, me uould say that the comnetent 

authorities may take a coamassioriate viej over the case 

of the aresent ntitioner and if nossible, the netitioner 

should be adjusted to any Post Office of similar nature 

benever vacancy occurs esnecially because je are told 

by Mr. Murty that the netitioner had made an anplication 

for annointment to the nost of a 	stmaster in 3arida 

rnost Office mhich is said to be a neighbouring village 

o Humuki. The nresent netitioner did not join as Postaster , 

narida because he as alreary serving in ITumuki Post Office. 

Feening in ae\J all these circumstances, this Is a fit case 

in jhch utmost comnassiona.te 	should be taken 

the comnetai t authority an 	e hope they jould make all 

efforts t.o adjust the netitioner if possible. Learned Sr. 

3:anding Counsel aiso very fairly submitted before us that he 

jould also put in a mord to the Departmental Authorities 

in favour of the rttitioner for taking a compassionate vie 

over hm. 

6. 	 ijith the aforesaid observatons , je find no 

/ 
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i-ierit in this app1iction hich stands dismissed 

lepving the 	parties to be2r their on costs 

? 
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Merfer ( 3u'ici1) 
O.1 .1987 

B .L .PL, 7.TICE  -CHAIFMiN, 

•S 

Vice Chairman. 
30.1 .1987 

central Administrative Tribunal, 
Cuttack Bench. 

January 30, 1987/Roy. 


