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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ILLAHABAD BENCH s tLLAHABAD 

ORIGINAL •PPLICA1'ION r1>.1osa OF moa 
•LLlHABAO l'HIS IEE lllH DAY OF SEPi'EMBER, 2)03 

HON 1BLE MAJ GEN. K.K. SRIVASTAVA,MF.MBER-~ 
ij0N 1BLE MB1 A. K. BHATNAGAB, MF.MBEB:aI , 

• nend Kum~r Tr1pptl11, 
S/o LE'te Rem A jor TriP!'ttl 1 
R/o V1llege Seltewe, P.o.-kelt~we, 
Di~trict-Besti. ••••••••••••••Applicpnt 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

(By Advoc~te S1r1 R. Trivedi & 31ri V. Srivestave) 

Versus 

Union of India, 
throu~1 Secretery , 
Ministry of Com~unic~tion, 
Depertment of Post, Dek. Bh ewan, 
f~ew Delhi. 

Post Mester Generel, 
Gorpk11pur Division, 
Gorekl1pur. 

Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Besti Division, Be~t1. 

Sub-D1v1 s1onel Inspector of 
Dumeriyt:1 G~nj, 

Post Offices, 

S1ddh ertl1 ?i~gf:'lr. 
• ••••••••••••• Respondents 

( By Advocete S1ri G.R. Gupte ) 

0 RD E B 

In tl1is o.A. filed under section 19 of Administrative 

Tribunels let 1985, the epplicent hes preyed for quesl11ng 
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the impugned order da ted 08.09. a:>03 (Annexure t -4) and lies 

Preyed for direction to respondent~ to reglll.~rise the eppli­

cent on the po~t of GDS/EDllC Q1sukewe, D1str1ct-Best1, e~ 

he lies rendered more thl'n 2i; yeE!rs service on the said post. 

2. 111e gr1evence of tJ1e epplicent is thPt lie wes 

1n1t1elly appointed on the POE:t or E!»ittP Q1 ~ukewe, District-

. Best1 on a:>.03.0001 end thereafter the respondents by giving 

rr1tf1cel break in ~ervice perm1 tted him to continue on the 

same post et severel pleces till d~te yet they ere removing 

the epplicent by tl1 e i mpugned ord er dE'ted oa.o9.s:>03 witl1out 

giving eny show CE1use. 

3. S1ri R. Trivedi, l e£ rned counsel for tl1e applicant 

submitted tl1at ti1e applicant hes been working to the entire 

satisfaction of the responde nts, tl1ere has been no compalint 

"'hetsoever about tt1e epplicent 1 s working end, tl1erefore~l 

rer.iov 1ng the EIPPl icent after h e 11 es rendered more than ti !'ee 

years service is erb1trery end illegPl. 

4. 1l1 e l ee rned counsel for 121 e epplicE1nt further 
' 

submi t ted th et there hes been no notification for filling the 

po~t · on regular besis. 

s. il1e leerned counsel for the respo~ents prayed for 

time for filing C.A. il1 e prey er of the respondent's counsel 
• 

is r ejected e~ ti' is case ca n be decided et tlte admission stege 

1 tself. 

6. We l1eve heard counsel for the perties, considered 

ti1eir submission~ snd perused records. 
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7. By impugned order the EDBPM hes been directed elso 

to perform the dutier of tJ1e epplictlnt in eddition to his own 

work. ll1e perusel of the impugned order leeves no doubt 
Vt\QfC... 

tt1 ~t the applicant islh eing dis-engeged by e regularly 

selected cendidetes. ll1e legel position is well settled U1et 

e substitute/ Adhoc cennot be replaced hy eno tJ1 er substitute/ 

ldhoc and, th erefore, the impugned order dated oa.o9.B>03 

cannot sustain tn the e~es of l~ • 

s. We would f urt.l1 er like to ob serve tt1 et tt1 e epplicent 

1 ~ ,~orkin~ es e sub sti tnte end, therefore, no r1gh t eccrues 

to him yet once he wes engaged, his services cen be terminated I 
only in eccordence wi tl1 lev. 

9. In tt1e f~cts ~nd circumstences end our aforesaid 

observations, tt1e O.J. is pertly allowed. '.Jl1e order dated 

os.o9.B>03 is ques1ed. n1e respondents ere directed not to 

terminate the services of the applicant till a regularly 

selected cr-ndidE'te i~ available for the post. 

10. Witl1 tt1e above directions, the O.A. is disposed Of 

at the edmif:sion stage 1 tself wi tl1 no order ~s to costs. 

k 
Member-J Member-I 

/Neel em/ 
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