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JRYODHiAN MOHANTC. 	 .... 	 APPLICANT. 
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ZQ LONS. 

Wiether it be referred to the reporters or not? 

Whether it be cicu1atg1 to all the BChes of the 
Central Administrative Tribunal or not? 

(0, NARASIMHN4) 	 (Sc4NAmflL SCM) 	: 
MI1B ER(JUDICIAL) 	 VI C&CHAI1AN o : 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRAZEVE TRI8UNAL 
21TA 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO222 o' 19. 
thi s the 26 tk daiy f 'Jun Zoo. 

CO RAM: 

E HONOU RABL E MR. SOMNA ' SOM. VICE- CHAt RMAN 
AND 

71E HONOURABLE MR. C. NARASIMHAM,M413 ER(JUDIJ.). 

.. 
UJ RYODHAN Mai AN Ti, 
Aged abczit 43 years, 
Son of Late Purusottam Mohanty, 
AVPo.Dmcx:1arp1 r, 
Via-Dungura, Dist:T3alaSore, 
Ex-tra Departmental post Master, 
Damcdarp.1 r B ranch, PO :Damolarpur, 
PS sithai ra, DistBhadrak. 	 .... 	APPLICANT. 

By legal practiti mer: M/s.M.M.Basu,D. Dey, AdV(iIte. 

S 	 -Versus- 

Union of India represented by the post 
Master Ceral o rissa CirCle,Bubaneswar, 
DiSt;Khurda. 

supedntident of post Offices,Bhadrak Divisicn, 
Bhadrak, P0/PS/Diet sBhad rak. 

RESNDEN. 

By legal praCtitioners Mr.B.Dash, Additional Standing CcLrnsel. 

... 

OR D E R 
SOMNATH_S0M,__VjCE-Ck1AI24ANs  

In this original APPliCaticn under section 1 9 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act,15, the applicant has prayed 

for quashing the orders at Annexures- 2,3,5&7 in vi€w of the 

order at Annexure-].. 

2, 	Respondents have appeared and filed co.lnter cposing 

the prayer of the applicant. 

For the p.irpose of considering this Original Application, 

it is not neessary to go into too many facts of this case. 

The admitted positicn is that the applicant was working as 
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Extra Departmental Branch Post MaSter,Darnolarpur, 	Branch Post 

office and for certain lapses on his part, Crl,case bearing 

N0.SPE..10/90 was instituted against him and was tried by 

the learned Additional Chief Judicial Magincrate,BhubS'V ane,a 

and in order dated 11-4-1997, applicant was convicted u/s.409 

IPC and was sentenced to undergo RI for 2 and ½ years and 

to pay fine of k. 5,000/ in default to undergo RI for another 

one mcnth,Agajnst that oer,appuicant filed Crl.Appeal No14 

of 1997 in the Co.ict of learned Additional Sessions Tudge, 

Bhubaneswar on 23.4,1997 and the learned sessions Judge, 

BhUbaneswar in his Order dated 23.4.197,at Annexure-1 of the 

original Application released him on bail and suspended the 

fe.Wtewe passed by the Trial con r t, In order at Ann exu re- 2, 

applicant had bea pit off duty w,e,f. 23.11.1997.Itircjtgh 

Annexure-3,in order dated 10.12.197,he was asked to shcw 

cause why he shonid not be removed fran service,Applicant 

submitted his shai cause in Anflexure-4 and thereipcn in order 

dated 24.D2.19, at Annexure-7, applicant was removed fran 

the poe t of 	tra D epa r bnen ta 1 Branch P os t Master, DamaI a rp.i r 

Branch post office. The case of the applicant is that as his 

appeal has been admitted and the sen tenc e has been su spend ed 

the Departmental Authorities shoild not have preeded on 

the order of conviction and removed him from service. 

Departmental Respondents in their co.lnter have indicated in 

detail the varions lapses canmitted by the petitioner and 

have stated that because of his conviction in a Crl.court,in 

accordance with Rule-8 (a)  of FDAS Rules,he has been removed 

from service. pran the above,it is clear that the reason for 

order of pinishment involving removal from service is conviction 

of the applicant by the trial cirt u/s. 4091PC,No daibt, the 
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applicant has filed an appeal and the appeal has been 

admitted but the Appellate Co-Irt has merely stayed the 

sentence but has not suspend ed the C on vic U on. H on' bi e 

Sprne Ccurt have laid dawn in several cases that in 

such case,the order of conviction is not suspended and 

the Departmental Authorities are free to prcceed against 

the convicted empi oyee in acc OrdaflC e with the relevant 

Riles. 

4. 	in viei of this, the order of the Disciplinary 

Authority removing the applicant from service because of 

his conviction in a Crl.charge,can not be find fault 

with, we note that in the imt1gned order dated 24.12.19, 

the Disciplinary Authority has wrongly coted iile-7 

but this will not invalidate the order.In view of the 

4 
	 above,we hold that the application is withc.it any merit 

and the same is rejected but in the circumstances of the 

case withoit any order as to Costs. 

 

(G. NARASIMHAM) 
M4B ER (JUDICI AL) 

(soMNA1j ScM) •) 
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