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• • • :-.espondents. 

Ott',T11,1. 	 Thlhjk,,L 	AilAiAhAD 

Allahabad this the 1Z 1\ day of (DA)kovrr 1995. 

lu served 

Original  ..,pplicati -n  no.  17-11 of 	 

fc- 	34-Rir•'-' 
Hon!ble Vx. TEL. Verna, Judicial 1:,ember 
HbrOble 	S. Dayal  AdiIiinistrative :.',ember.  

.saran sihnh j/o 	 ::7:. Lit 	 Vilicge ts;laukli latti, 

Teh: 

C/, 	Shri . bAphal. 

Versus 

1. of India. 

Shri S.C. Tripathi. 

OR DE n 

Fon' tole 	. 	Da  y.i1.11_221■11.2 

This is an api;licaticn under section 	of the 

° \Administrative Tribunal Act, 1965. 

2. ine a;plicant seeks follomIng reliefs through this 

9b.. 
9 application:— 

i. 	-)etting aside of crier of respond,:nts no. A-66-PF/ 

EThantar, District lithoragarh dated 11.03.92. 

,issuance of direction to the respondents totreat 
tne applicant in service and pay his salary. 

3. The facts as conta::::ed in the applicati on are that 
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the applicant was appointed as EDBPM, Uhantar (Thal) on 

24.07,91. He was sent for training of four days from 03.01.91L: 

He was directed qn 06.09.91 after completion of his training 

to join his duty as EDBPM, bhantar 	hul.) wn..Cn nu dlut„LwiLined 

°/;\ 

.t-o work without any complaint about his work or conduct. He 

ice on 14.0?•92 by saperintendent, F3st ffices 

t his appointment W6'.; illeoal because he was 

of village Bhantar where the post off:ce was 
	1 

situated and was asked to show cause why his a:Tointrwnt 
should 

not be cancelled. The appliant replid on 26.02.32 thet 

Bhantar was 
situated within the bcundary of Gra]: Sabha, 
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was issued a' not 

a 	Pithoragarh, tha 

ot a resider 

(M:ethi) 	the applicant was a resident cf Gram Sabhal 

Dhankli. The superinterdeft, Post Cffices, Pithoragarh pasSed 

are ordt-,17 	 thr: a r plio:rt'E service cr. 11.03.92 

on the q round that the appointment of the applicant was 

against departmental rules. His representation against 
r 

termination was rejected on 20.04.92 on the same grounds. 

4. 	The arguentents of Shri k, Dobhal, learned counsel 

for the applicant and Shri S.C. -Tripathi learned counsel 

for the respondents have been heard. Tney higlighted the 

grounds which are already on record of this case. 

grounds on which the applicant has challenged 

ermination is that Enantar is not a village but 

The 

his order of t 

a Tok or a hamlet and the name of village is Dnankli of which 

the applicant was a resi cent. The applicant has said:.:at 

no enquiry w s made about this ratter. He has claimed that 

he was reside t of the sare village in which the Branch Post 

Office, lEhant r (Thal) is situated. He has produ:ed his 

correspondent w-ith the Tak,:,
ildar as a proof of his averme:As 
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The respondents in their counter affidavit have denied that 

Bhantar is not a village and stressed that the applicant 

was a permanen resident of r:.elti Tok and not of village 

Bhantar as req fired under the eligibility criteria fcr 

selecti,:n as DBPM. 

6. 	 n ve gone tnrougn the contents o wiatten 

pleads ngs but have not been able to ascertain wnetner Bnantar 

and Melti are he sa::N2 Tok or are two different Tcl:s. 	There 

is nothing on ecurd to sn...w.  the distance of L—r.'_ar from 

;:.Elti if trey re two different Tot:s 	 Tn,re is 

no clarity an he ,1 ep,rtrIent61 i 5ht1 	(1 s us 	w7.elher a 

candidate bolo linyto 	na;iet o: t 	 •.il1 be 

consibered to 	a perr.ancnt res:,dcnt of 

department mea s Ly a villa ..je a particular habilLtion having 

d defined rucli,, r of houses and a definite puiulaticr, it 

snoulc cle . rly define the plea so that such an instance 

givriA rise to tnis case does not recur. Sucn a confusion 

leads to diffi ulty in sponsorin• of na;T:es by tree employment 

exchange, diff culty in verifying the facts contained in the 

aplications o candidates and snort duration of appointment 

of a candi ddte as EDBPM and injusticeic persons w. ho are so 

appointed and ater on asked to go. 

7. 	In 

must have foll 

residence of t 

as Branch Post 

to the post of 

applicant and 

would have iss 

he present case, ?ne departmental authorities 

wed the procedure of vcrifying the place of 

)e app.icart, tfle tuildin+roposed to be used 

Office in case CI appointment.of the applies F;t 

EDBPM and the place of property owned by the 

nly after such a verificatiT , 	respondenits 

ed letter of appointment to the applicant. 
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The applicant had the branch post office functiohing for six 

months oefore his appointment was terminated. Tne ground 

which the term: 	 _c 	 becuse it V-snc -,non Annn 

, 7,1r3 

t 

-n1t4'¢./ status of permaent residence of t::eithi w,.s adequate or not. 

has not been sttled by the respondents as to whether the 

I 

8. 	 We, therefore, set as-de order of ter7AnctiT,  of 

service o: *.he applicant Ju't°C U.L...2. The ,;i!licz:nt shdll 

be entiticd to 011 ctner col seqJerti 1 uenefits excv;t wagep 

for the period between 11.U3.92 and t!,e date of co:-.Lunicatio;,  

of this order, y.- :en soTlk,  other person worked as 	
:Thantar. 

Th(4e shall We ro ordc: 	to cc.; :s. 

• • 	 4 

• S. Dgibcy 
lion Officer 

`"Inigi Tribun,i 
%11.-thab..(1 


