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Nagesh Kumar Dube • c '. • .6\pplticant

Versus

. lh ion of India ana others • • • C\! Respondents

CORAM:

HonJble Mr0 Jus tice U.C. Sri va s ta va, V.C

Hon 'hIe Mr. K. Cbayya, Member (a)

( By HcnoMr. Justice UoC. Srivastava, V.C. )

&ven though notices have been issued earlier

ana an unauthorisea person accepted the notice in

this case posing himself to be the Clerk of Counsel
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for the Central Goverl1ltlmt that is why a fresh

notice was issued to the respondents who have not

put in appearance and as such the case is being

disposed of finally. The applicant was working as

an Extra Departmental Stamp Vendor at Jhansi station

and viee order dated 1.3.84 he was asked to work as

Class N employee and worked upto 27.7.87. As the

applicant was aga in, re vez-te a after some three years

to the post of Ex~a Departmental Stamp Veneor w.e.f

"28.7.87. The applicant preferred a representation

aga inst the saiEi reversion order contend 10g that

while working upon a Class N cadre post between

1.3084 to 27.7.87 and was getting ~.1000/- per month
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as salary and upoo his reversion he was paid Rs:400/-

per month as salary. The representation filed by him

was rejected and thereafter be has approachecl this

Tribunal~ The documents filed by the applicant

ind.icates that the applicant was appointee as an

off ici.ting bas is.

2. .t\ccording to the learned counsel for the

applicant, as the .pplicant has ~ workeci for more

than 3 years upeo a class IV cadre pGst, the applicant

had acquire. the status of the quasi permenant

employee. As the appoigtment ef the applicant y;aS net

in a cco rdance with the rules and he was intti.lly 'j'

appointed as a class IV epployee he cannot claim

benefit of quasi pemmenancy as he was only a casual

labour for the time being who \Ws allowed to work as

class IV employee and in these circumstances it cannot

be sa iei. tha t the revers ion order was impliecily bad

anG the reversion or~er which has been paSse. is net

in a ccerdance with the law. Accorciingly thllls

applicatien deserves to be rejected. AS the applicant

has workee for three years, ebvi.usly he will get

a preferential claim for appointment ~. the saie

post in preference tG any new comer and there appears

n0 reason that the responcients coulQ not give priority

te the a~plicant taking into ccns Laere t i.on the fact

that he has alrea8Y worked

M~

for 3 years.
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