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J.L.Debabata, aged about' 29 years, 
son of Shri L.Jena,Telegraph Assistt, 
Central Telegraph Office, 
At/P. O.Dhubaneswar, Dist.Purj. 

Applicant 

- Versus - 

1. 	Jnion of India,represented by 
the Secretary, Department of Telecommunication 
New Delhi. 

Chief General Manager, Telecommunication 
Oriss a Circle, ..t/p. 0. Bhubanoswar 
Dist.Purj, 

Senior Superintendent, 
Telegraph Traffic Division, 
At/P.O. Bhubaneswar, Dist • Purj 

Inquiry Of 	 Duty 
(D. I.) Lastern Region, G.M. T. Office, 
Patna, Bihar. 

000 0  Resoondents  

Forthe Appljc ant 	•.., 	M/s .Deepai Mis ra, R .N. Naik 
and A.Deo, Advocates 

For the Respondents •• 
	3Iira Senior Standing 

Counsel (Central) 

• 
ThE HON'BLL MR.B.R.PATEL, VICE-CHAIp 

AN D 
TI-IL HON 'I3L 	K.P.ACHRYA,IVIEMBLR(JUDICIL) 

1,1hether rep orters of local pa,)ers may be allowed 
to see the judgment ? Yes 

To be referred tothe Reporters or not ? 

Whether Their Lordships wish to see the fair 
copy of the Judgment 7 Yes. 
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:- J U D G N E N T :- 

K • P .ACHA1YA, I'iEMBLR (j) 
	

In this application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunal's ct, 1985 the Petitioner prays 

to ouash the chargesheet dated 6th February, 1989 and to 

quash the appointment of enquiry officer and also to 

COflTiand the Respondents not to treat the proceeding under 

Rule 14 as a bar for the promotion of the petitioner to 

the Upper Division Clerk.During the course of argument 

the petitioner's Coansel did not press the above mentioned 

prayer except that he pressed the prayer to hold Inquiry 

anjhere in the State of Orissa. 

2. 	Shortly stated, the case of the Petitioner is 

that he is a Telecom Assistant now posted at Bhubaneswar.While 

ha was function ing as such at Bhubaneswar Central Telegraph 

Off ice, a particular person booked a trunk call to a 

particular station for which the petiLicner charged Rs.142/-

instead of Rs.128/-.2-'-,J1egation aainst the petitioner is 

that he has mis-appropriated a sum of Rs.14/- which 

according to petitioner, he had deçosited the amount soon-

after he detected his mistake.This relates to merits of 

the case about which we do not like to express any opinion. 

After having heard learned Counsel fcr the petitioner and. 

Mr.A.B .Misra,leirned Senior StcLnding Counsel (Central) we 

are of opinion that the grievance of the petitioner 

regerfti ng holding of Inquiry at atna (Bihar) is not aroper. 

dmitte6ly, the offence charged has been comitted at 

Bhubaneswar and admittedly the delinquent officer i.e. 

the pctiticner is residing at Bhubaneswar.Therefore, in 

~Ii 
rness to call concerned, the Inquiry shoald be hal d 
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at Bhubaneswar.e do hereby quash the order passed by the 

concrned authority to 1gold the Inquiry at Patna and we direct 

that the Inquiry be held at Bhuhaneswar and furthermore it is 

rected that Chief Telecom Manager may appoint another Inquiry 

Officer of Orissa,if there is any difficulty for the officer to 

come from Patna.In Case the chief General Manager decides 

continuance of the Officer of Patna,then enquiry should be 

held at Bhubaneswar and the inquiry must be completed within 

120 days from the date of commencement of the inquiry which 

should corrmenCe within thirty days from date of receipt of a 

copy of thi judarnent.The Inquiring officer ma.y hold day to 

day tria1,b.P.No.4 is directed to act eccordng to the 

directions given above0  

3. 	Thus,the applicution is accordingly disposed of 

leaving the parties to bear their own costs. 

-. 
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NIEMBLR (JUDICIAL) 

B .f.PATEL, 'JICL-CHAIRMAN 	9 
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