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ay be allowed to see the judgerient?

1. Whether REporters. of local papers it

: i 2. To be referred to the ifleporter or not? A =
: =8 3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? : 3
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Registration D.A.

Ne.

Girish Chandra Chaurasia .....
Versus
Baieon of India & Bthers . ...

Hon.S .Zaheer Hasan, V.C.
Hon, Ajay Jehri, A.M.

This is an applicatieon under Sectian 18

of the Administrative Tribunals Act XIII of 1885,

2% The applicant G.C. Chaurasia has filed

this application for quashing the ordem dated 31.8.1987 |

and 1.9.1987. His case is that he was appointed
as Extra Departmental Sub Postmaster, Rason by ths.
Superintendent of Post Offices, Hardoi Division,
Hardoi on 1.4.1982 vide Annexure-I. Subsequently

this post was redesignated as Extra Oepartmental

Branch Post Master. Without any notice and contrary

to rules and lau the applicant's services were

terminated on 31.8.1987. On 1.9.1987 it was ur&uraﬁ 
that in compliance with the order of the 5upa:iﬂtjfﬁﬁﬁ*

of Post Offices dated 31.8.1987 the charge from ﬁﬁﬁfff

31.8.1987 and 1.9,1987 be quashed., o
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that Bﬁargi e 3Ubs m S
advertisement was made t‘ 'ﬁﬁﬁig |
of Shiv Nath Singh who was put Eff"ﬁ;'

applicant was appointed as a staop gaﬁ

at any time if the previous incuymbent is rainsﬁéé;

Shiv Nath Singh was exocners ed vide memo datad "
11/24.8.1987 and he was reinstated vide memo dated
31.8.1987 terminating the provisional arrangemsnts

made in favour of the applicant on 1.4.1982. 1In %
compliance with the order of termimation dated

of Superintendent Post Offices
31.8.1987/the Asstt, Superintendent of Post Offices

ordered that the charge should be handed gver to g
Shiv Nath Singh the original incumbent who was ;
exonerated,

4 o It was contended that no notice was given 5:E
nor any departmental proceeding ﬁg:drEUn against ”%W'T;fz
the applicanE, ﬁgp the impugned order of diamia&&lsl.i_é

is illegal. In para 1 of the order it is spuniPM1ig
mentioned that the applicant's appointment was
provisional. In para 2 it is statied that it was ﬁigii
in the nature of a contract liable to be t#ﬁmﬁﬁf:fﬁﬁi

by giving notice. In para 3 it is aﬁsaifiaillg

mert loned that the applicant shou I.d wm_mgf';.'f*fjj:.




ahnulﬂ be read tagmr nnd
read in isolation. Buﬁara :qif“
Shiv Nath Singh any of the 2

T

incumbent is reinstated the 3epartmﬂnﬁlﬁ&§,f

There

terminate the service without any notice,

was no question of starting departmental anqaiﬁﬁf

and punishing the applicant or passing an order

of termination after giving notice. It was clearly |
mentioned in para 3 that he had to vacate the pest = |

in case the original incumbanttézzrainstatadt

i? Shiv Nath Singh was put off duty and when he was _
o %;  - | reinsta-ted the applicant was asked to go aﬁ%Z%ﬁa
?f' - f order of termination does not suffer from any'
i legal infirmity. So to our mind neither justice
1 nor lau has suffered, The petition is dismissed
E-  §§: with costs on parties,
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B ,fﬂﬁﬁhur (R) Vice Chefrmam.

Dated the \& 3Jan., 1988




