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This appeal (no.29 ? 984) .
judgment and decree dated ls*fiii {J'

the plaintiff-appellant has been reeei#“a;?n transt
from the Court of District Judge, Azamgamh W“ﬂﬁu_
section 29 of the Administrative Trib.ung-;lf-_s
XIII of 1985, it“:&;

25 Briefly stated, the material facts ﬂf‘gb“*

— e e

'“l case are that the plaintiff-appellant was appoint (i_:-
as a contingency paid Chaukidar on 3,7.1976 at ths:'];
Sub Post Office, Terhi in district Azamgarh, He u' 4
removed from service on 16,10.1979 by the Inspactun .f
of Post Offices without any formal enquiry. It is “P;
not disputed that there was a theft in the Terhi |

Sub Post Office in October 1979 and on account of ';}

e

the alleged negligence of the appellant in that
connection, he was summarily removed from service,
The suit was accordingly filed by him for a
declaration that the order dated 16.10,1979 removing

$; him from service was illegal, void and ultra=-vires, *[*E“. :
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perfectly in accﬂra-wgfm.p,w;gﬁLL
3. The learned H‘ f framed 4 issues ir

and held that the Plainti;gﬁ%éﬁiﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂiEﬁﬂﬂiﬁﬁﬁ come
e¥en under the definition of argglf*gfzfjgjiha;ﬁ;fﬁ{ufm
a casual worker e Ube removed é ’? .:r"‘h;.lf"%;:

by this order, the plaintiff had preftrrndlthisfapndﬁfﬁ
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4, On huiaé a notice of this case*hdﬁ}issuidiﬁg

the appellant, appearance was put in on ‘Bahalf ei’his
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learned counsel but on the date fixed for hearing of
the appeal, he did not appear and as such, we had to A
hear the arguments of the respondents in his absence

and were deprived of the assistance of his learned

counsel,

5 Paper no. 22-C on record is the copy of the

appointment order dated 5.4.1976 of the appellant stating
that he was appointed Provisionally as C.P. (Contingancy
paid) Chaukidar, Terhi purely on temporary basis and his

services could be terminated at any time without assign-

ing any reason therefor., No other order subsequently

modifying the terms and conditions of the service is
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for this job and h‘ﬁ W3
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basis.

removal of the plaintiff £ra;,¢g&ﬁﬁij 2lse manCion:

him as C.P.Chaukidar. There is t| hus nothing on the »
record to show that after his aﬁeﬁnﬁ, J;#fg' plaintiff fﬁ
acquired any better status er/rightMceN: claim re egularity .

Or permanancy in service. There was, %h it- \ i =

A

violstion of law or the provision of Article 311
Constitution in his case and his appeal thus has

and deserves to be dismissed,

6. The appeal is accordingly dismissed but the )
parties shall begr their own costs of the appeals s e
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