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CENTRA L ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBINAL AL IAHABAD BENCH
:’i LL*'&E’HBP@ 8

O A No,lL(23 of 1987.
Rajéndra Sirlgh .;-------.....--..AppliCaﬁ'tg
Varsus

Syperintendent of Fost Offices & others .. Respondents,

Hon 'h1le Mr.Justice UL Srivastava /Lo

Hon 'ble Mp,K.Obayya,h 4. "

(By I‘.-Ion thle Mp.Justice UL Srivastava, VL gt
The applicant was appointed provisicnally
1s an Extra Departmental Tacker, Branch Post Office
Chhillatara, subject to satisfactory police vertifica=~
-tion report vide appointment letter dated 13.3.83.
I+ was mentioned therein that his appointment shall
he in the nature of contract liable to be terminated
by the respondents by notifying to other in writing
and he shall be governed by pgT. EDA,Conduct &
Service )Rules. In the letter, it was not mentioned
+hat the appointment was made in place of somé person.
The applicant worked for 4% years cont inuous ly without
any break, Vide qder dated 15.,10,87 his services were
t&rminéted because the prawus incumbent Was restored
back to office vide order dated 1C0.10.87. ‘he
o ntention on behalf of the applicant is that it was
not a stop=gap~arrangement and his appointment letter
21so never indicated that it was only a stop=gap-=
arrangement and conseqguently, his cservices could not

have been terminated.

2. The r&spondents have opposed the plaas

of the applicant contending that the previous
incumbent was put off duties because certain
disciplinary enquiry Was contemplated against him anc
the d$sciplinary enquiry ultimately resulted in his

favour and that is why he was reinstated. It was the
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duty of the respondents to apprise the fact to the
applicant tha{ he is being appointed in place of a
particular person and in case he comes back or is
reinstated, he will be discharged from service, The
applicant was kept under dark by the respondents
themse lves With the result that he worked for years
tooether in the office, It may be that he worked under
the hope that he will get a reqular appointment and it
was also possible hecause he got appointment and he
1id not make any effort for getting appointment else-
where but as the disciplinary proceedings against the

pravious incumbent were pending, obviously, the post,as |
such, was not vacant and when he;¥2§tored back to office
he resumed his duties as such, But in view o the fact
that the applicant has worked for more than 4% years and
the respondents are guilty of not telling him that he |
is being given a provisional appointment in place of

a particular person. As such, the applicant's appointmen
as an E D .Packer in another Post Office requires

cors ideration, Accordingly, the respondents are

directed to give priority and preference to the applicm%
in the matter of appdintmant as E D JJPacker in the same
Division or elsewhere in preference to new gomers

in view of the facts stated abore’, If possible, let

it be done within & period of four months from the
date of communication of this order .i!ith these

observations, the application stands disposed of.

No Order as to costs,

Y _
MEMBER{A ) ~ VICE CHAIRVAN,
DATED : NOVEMBER 30,1992, -
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