eserved
MINISTRATIVE || TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD | BENCH
ALLABABAD .
Allahabad this the 26thl| day of Februaryjgg7,
Original lication no#wg;g‘ggduzzgg
Hon'ble Dr. ReK. Saxena,/|Judicial Member
Hon'ble Mr, S..Dayal, Adiministrative Member.
Uma Shankar Shukla, $/o [$ri Raghu Nandan Prasad|Shukla,
R/o Village and Post Aladadpur, District Allahabad,
| :
| ees Applicant
C/A Sri BLB. Paul, Sri H.S. Srivastava
Verngus
‘- |
Le The Union of India @hrough the Secretary, Ministry
; of Communication, @overnment of India, New|Delhi,
. 2. The Drisector Generall (Post) & (Telegraph) Directorate,
- Government of Indialy New Delhi,
3. Post Master General|, Allahabad.
4. Diretor, Postal Sefﬁices, Allahabad Region
Allahabad,
«es Respondents.
C/R Km. Sadhana Srivast%va.
ORDE
Hon'ble Mr, S. Daval, Meiben-A.
This is an appliication under section 19 of the
Administrative Tribuna]_s‘ Act, 1985,
|
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The applicantiseeks the following reliefs

through this application;-

- 35 | Setting aside||of the order of termingtion
dated 18.1.93/with all consequential |benefits

- % A direction td the respondents to pay costs
of 'this appligation,

g The case of the applicant is that hd is

educated upto intermedigte and is a resident of Aladadpur,

Tahsil Soraon, Allahabadl, The family of the agplicant

has substantial agriculfjural lands and pucca arcestral

house. His name was redfistered in the emp loymgnt

exchange and was sponsoffed to Respondent no, 5| in

&

response to his requisitiion for the post of Exfjra

Departmental Braich Post| Master along with namdgs of
Sri Santosh Kumar singh,‘Respondent no, 6) and
Sri Ghanshyam Singh. After completion of all flormalities,

the applicant was appoigted by order dated 23.10.92 and -

took over the post on 26.10.92 and has been working ’
on the post since that day. Suddenly on 14.1.98, the |
Respondent no, 3 passediarder for termination the
applicant's services atjthe behest of sri Rampyjan Patel,
M.P. of Phoolpgr. Resp&adent no, 5 passed ordefr of |
terminatidn dated 18.1.98 in respect of the appflicant,
The applicant claims thét no show cause notice Was given
to him and no enquiry was held before the order of
termination was passed, ||He has approached the fribunal

for relief and is contiu ing to work at Aladadpir.

The arguements|lof Sri B.,B. Paul for the §




A

[e7]

applicant and Km, SadhanL Srivastava for the respondents

were heard.

The respondenﬁi have given reasons in|their
counter reply for cancellation of the order of
appointment of the appli% cant, The first of thege is
that the names of candiﬁatesvvere received after the
due date from the employment exchange. This is| no

reason. and it ceased td| have any relevance after the |

appointment order of th‘ applicant was made, S€condly

it is said that the canILdature of Sri Santosh Kumar
Singh was wrongly cancemled treating him to be |non local
candidate, This contentfion is proved wrong by |Annexure

@ 4-6 and A+7 to the OA iff which the point of regidence

is not in contention, Hnnexure A-6 is Postal Inspector's

recommendations in which all the three candidates are
clearly shown to be residents of different hasmlets

of Aladedpur village. ynnexure A=T7 shows thatlit was
clearly understood that|lall the three candidatés

belonged to Aladadpur. |[The income of the appllcantsee&s

to have playe a cructall part in his selectiony The

respondents have denie& that the letter of Sri|Rampujan
hoolpur, Qﬂs merely taken as a sourece of |

nd proper ldction was taken by the department
merits of [the case. However,the reasoBs
cellation |of the applicant's appolntment

are sOro sly untendble that they giveran ippression

that the |respondents ware searching for any regson.
|

howsoever in significdht for cancellation of the

applican appointment., f
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