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Harischandra Maharito, son of late Srinivas Mahanta, 
At/P. 0- Gudialbandh, Distrit- Mayurbhanj, at present 

working as Extra- Departmental Branch Postmaster, 

At/P.O... Gudialbandha, Dist- £4ayurbhanj. 

	

S.. 	 Applicnt. 

Versus 

Union of India, 
represented by the Secretary, 
in theuepartment of Posts, 
Dak Ehavan, New beihi. 

Postmaster General, Orisse Circle, 
t, p.C- Bhubanesvar, Dist- Purl. 

Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Mayurbhanj, t & P.C.- Baripada, 	

4 

Dist- Mayurbhanj. 	 ... 	Respondents. 

H/s Deepak Misra, R.N.Naik, 

	

S.S.Hota & k.N.Hota, tdvocetes ... 	For Applicant. 

Mr.A.S.Misra, Sr. Standing Counsel 
(central) 	 ... 	For Respondents. 

C CRA H: 

THE HON'BLE flR•  B.R. PAThL, VICE CHAIRIIAN 

AND 

THE HON'B.J MR.K.P.ACHRYA, ihBER ( JUDE IAL) 

Whether reporters of local papers have been permit- d 
to s ee the judgment 7 Yes 

To be referred to the Reporters of not ? • 

Whether Their Lordships ;ish to see the fair copy 
of the judgent 2 Yes 
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JUDGII ET 

j), in this apli.ctjofl under section 1 of the 

Administrctive Tribunals ct, 1985, the patitioner claims 

his Irredr eiiiolumets for the period beginning from 17. 5.1985 

to 16.J..186. 

2. 	 Shortly stted, the case of the petitioner 

is tht while he ws functioning as Extra- Departmental 

Breach £ostmaster, Gudireli:undh Branch Post Office within the 

district of Mayurbhanj, he was put of f from duty on 27.3.1984 

as the criminal law was set into motion against him und•r 

section 379/34 IPC which foirned subject matter of G.R. Case 

No. 219 of 1984. Learned Chief Judicial i4agistrate,Mayurbhanj 

by his order dated 10.5.1985 acquitted the petitioner urer 

section 320(8) Cr.i?.C. after acquittal the petitioner made 	a 

representation on 17. 5. 1985 for reinstatement and the order 

of reinstatement was passed on 1. 10. 1986 in consequence of 

which the 	petitioner joined on 31.10.1986. Hence the 

etitioner claims all his arreer ernolumeats with effect from 

17.5. i85 till 17. 10. 1986. 

3, 	 In their counter, the Cposite Parties maintained 

tht the petitioner is not entitled to the emoluments for 

the said period as it would take some time for theconcerned 

authorities to process the matter arid pass orders finally. 

Hence, according to the Opeosite Parties, the applicetLon 

being devoid of merit is liable to he dismissed 

4. 	 e have heard Mr. Deepak i'iisra, learned counsel 

for the petitioner and Mr. .B.Misra, learne Senior Standing 

Counsel for the Central Government on merits at some length. 
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was su.bmittad by the leLrned Sr. Standing Counsel 

tht a police raport was calli for on 25.5.1985 

cc tte police took some tiiIe to submit the report 

which was submitted on 12.5.1986 and thereafter an order 

passed by the competent authority reinstatinG the 

petitioner and there Icing no lacuna on the IDurt of the 

Opposite Parties, the aplication is liable to be dismissed 

5. 	 We have heard hr. Deepak hiisra, learned counsel 

for the ketitioner and ilr. .B.Misra, learned Sr. Stanoing 

counsel at some length. ftcr the order of acquittal was 

passed by a competent Criminal Court vide nnexure-1 there 

was no occasion to ccli for a further police report.utmost 

respect has to La attached to the order passed by the 

Criminal Court cue no police report can supersede it.ice 

the authorities should have immediat1y acted upon the 

judgment given by the leurnad Chief Judicial hiagistrate, 
been 

i4ayurbhanj. The order having'passed on 10.5.1985 and the 

representation for reinstatement having heelafiled on 

17.5.1985 we are of opinion that the departmental aathorjtje: 

should take a reasonable time to process the matter and pass 

final orders and for that purpose we would grant two 

months time to the depart:tental authorities and therefr 

the petitioner is entitled to his rrear emoluments with 

effect from 17.L1985 to 17.i0.186. The arrear emoluments 

be paid to thepetitioner within two months from the date 

of receipt of a copy of this judgment. 

6. 	 Thus, the apj:liction is accordingly dispoE, ed 
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of leaving the parties to bear tncir owncosts. 

• • • S • S • S • S • • S S • • S S S S 

Member ( Judicial ) 

B.R. PTbL, VICE CHLN,  

Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Cuttack gench. 

April 12, 1988/Roy, SPA. 


