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1, 	1het her reporterz of local papers may be 
al1oed t see the judgrnent?Yes. 

To be referred to the reporters or ntht? 

Whether Their Lordships wish to see the 
fair cow of the judgmentyes, 



JUDGMENT 

K.P.AHARYA, V.C. 	In this applicati:.n under section 19 of 

the Aãninistrative Tribunals Act,1985,the petitioner 

prays to quash the order contained in Annexures 

2 and 3 declaring the same illeg,rbitrary and 

untenable in the eye of law and direction be given 

to Opposite Parties to reinstate the petitioner. 

Shortly s tated the case of the petitioner 

is that he was put off from duty on a Contemplated 

proceeding vide Annexure 2 dated 31st December, 

1992 and vide Annexure 3 dated 4th January,1993 

The 	Superintendent of Pgt Offices,Cutta.ck 

South Division had confirmed the order passed by 

the Inspector of POsts Offices putting the petitioner 

off from duty,Hence this application has been filed 

with the aforesuid prayer. 

This case came up for admission ad hearing 

today • Mr • Kanun go learned counsel bad appe or ed for 

the petitioner and Mr. Ashok Nisra learned Senior 

Standing Counsel(central) had apeared for the 

Op osite Parties. Mr.Sethy the Superin tendent of 

Post Offices, Cuttack South Division is present in 

Court to assist the Bench. 

We have heard Mr.Kanungo learned counsel 

for the petitioner,ànd Mr.Ash-k Misra learned Senior 

Standing Counsel(Central) for the Opposite Parties 

r 



and we have also heard Mr.sethy the Sup rintendent 

of Post Offis,present in court.It wastid tous 

by Shri Sethy that the charges framed against the 

P titioner has been despatched to the Petitioner 

in his home address 	on 27th Nay, 1993 and very 

shortly after receipt of the explanation to be 

submitted by the Petitioner the disciplinary 

proceeding will cormIence1 f the explanation of the 

Petjtjcner does not appear tobe satisfactory,  

ben the petitioner is not bound to be exonerated. 

n such a situation,we do not like to interfere 

and quash Annexures 2 & 3.They are sustained. 

The matter shrdd be finally disposed of expeditiou 

sly ofcourse after compliance with the requirement 

of law. 

5. 	Thus, the application is accordingly 

disposed of.No costs 
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