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JUDCMENT

K. Po ACHARYA, V.C. In this application under section 19 of
the Administretive Tribunals Act, 1985, the Petitioner
prays for a direction to the Opposite Parties to
pay to the applicapt : his back wages from 1.11.1984
i.,e. the day following order of dismissal from
service till re-instatement i.e. @@ 4th September,

1985,

2, Shortly stated, the cacse of the Petitioner
is that he had to face a Departmental Proceeding
while he was functioning as Untrained Craduate
Teacher under the Mandakaranya Authority. The
Disciplinary Procceding ended in the dismissal of
the Petitioner from cervice. He came up before

this 3ench for quashing the order of punishment
which formed subject matter of O.A. 127 of 1986.
Though the Petitioner's guilt in respect of the
charges was confirmed vide Judgment dated 13,11.1987,
yet the gquantum of penalty was modified to the
extent of stepace of two increments., Therefore,

this application has been filed with the aforesaid

prayer.

3. In their counter, the QOpposite Parties
maintain that the case being devoid oéf merit is

\i}able to be dismicsed.

4



i

/7317

4, I have heard learned Céunselfor the

Petitioner and Mr. Ashok Mohanty learned Senior
Standing Counsel for the Central Covernment on
merits of this case. The only relief that has
been granted to the Petitioner in the c=aid case
is in regard@ to the gquantum of penalty. The

guilt having been confirmed,in my opinion, the
Petitioner is not entitled to hack wages, In such
circumstances , I find no merit inthe prayer

for granting back wages to the Petitioner. The
case bheing devoid of merit stands dismissed.There

would be no order as to costs.
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