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eoorters of local newspapers 
d to see the judgment ? Yes 

d to reporters or not 7 J\) 

Lordships wish to see the 
the judgment 7 Yes 

S.. 

Ldents 	I1r.F .K.Nishra, 
Standing Counsel 
(Central Government) 
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MR .K.2 .ACFIARYA,VICE-.CHAIRMkN, 

We have heard learned counsel for the petitioner 

Mr.A.Deo and Mr.A.K.Mishra,learned Standing Counsel on the 

question of admission. When this matter came before us for 

admission on 15.7.1992, we had expressed a surprise as to 

why the disciplinary proceeding has not been initiated as 

yet against the petitioner and he has been allowed to remain 

'n put of f from duty for such a long period. We 3&e,therefore, 

called upon the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices of 

Berhampur, Ganjam Division, to come with the relevant file 

to convince us as to the reason for which the petitioner has 

been kept for such a long period under suspension. Mr,D.Sethi, 

Senior Superintendent of Post Cffices is personally present 

to-day with the relevant file. Mr.Sethi makes a statement t 

that the petitioner had never been suspended and the statement 

made by the petitioner in his application that no suspension 

,has been communicated to him, yet in the file/has been placed 
u C--t-€P' 

under suspension, WeAe.,4fter perusal of the file and after 
IPA 

having heard learned counsel for the petitioner Mr. A.  Deo, 

and Mr.A.K.Mishra,learned Standing Counsel, we are of opinion 

that this is absolutely a false statement made by the 
Ur 

petitioner. For some reasons or 	other he had remained 

absent from duty and in our opinion he now takesourse to 

somehow get into the job again. Equity helps those who come 
cg 

to Court in a clean hand. The petitioner has tarnished1  the 

black brush. We therefore find no merit in this appliction 

for admission and hence dismissed. 

\2. 	Mr.A.Deo, learned counsel for the petitioner submitted 
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that the petitioner intends to make a representation to 

the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices for reconsidering 

the case of the petitioner. We have no objection. it is for 

the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices to pass orders as 

he deems fit and proper. We do not like to fetter his 

discretion in the matter. 

3. 	Thus the application is accordingly disposed of. 

No costs. 
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