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DATE OF DECISION 

- Petitioner 

jjia 	 Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Vers. 

Respondent 

J. 	- 	 Advocate for the Responain(s) 

CORAM 

lb 

	 The Hon'hle Mr. M. Dr:idin 	.. 	 .. 	 •. Judica1 I erber 

The Hon'ble Mr. .. Siijh 	. . 	 .. 	 .. ?\cm±n: tr t- 	L erber 

i. 	Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? '' 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the JudgemenE? 

Whether it needs to be cfrculated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
MG!PRR{)-l2 CA1t 	 5,000 

1 



C.2. No. 106 of 1987 

A. . Parr- ar, 
Casual Labour, 
3' Exchange, Abmedabad. 	 0 0 Applicant 
(Rdvccete-Gr. J.J. Yajnik) 

V r sue 

Union of India, 
Through, 
Secretary, 

ii Mini'stry of Telecom. 
Lew Delhi. 
Asstt. General i-Ia naeer 
Ahnedabad Telecom District, 
Ramnive s Bldg. -II, 
Khenpui, Ahmedabad 

Sub-Djvjjon1 Cfficer(Phones) 
39, Tei phone Exchange, 
Ahmedabad Telephone, 
lhmedabad. 

(i.civoccte_:ir. J.D. Ajrnera 
Re sncnde nts 

Cc•RAM : Hon'ble •,r. N. L)1rmadan .. Judicial Nember 

Eon'ble ;:r. i-.iI. Singh 	00 Adninistrativc Ienber 

ORDER 

Date 	20.c1 .1990 

Per : Non'ble Ir. 1. Dharmadan .. Judicial Iember 

The ap:-licant challenges Annexure 'A' and 'C' 

orders termirratino his services in this aplication 

filed by under section 19 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985. 

2. 	According to the aeplicant he was a casual 

employee having 4 years service under the respondents 
showing 

and his services were terminated without/any reason 

and/or giving an opoortunity of being heard. The 

order oassed. by theuthonity Anneure 'C' is 
- 	 / 

also vitiated.  



f 
3. 	The resnondents have filed a detailed counter 

affidavit in ich they have referred to certain 

defaulcation nd ihR v i1 not- nr11 	 e•- e -; 

this behalf In the incuirl, the acnlic nt was J.sc 

all owed suffic ient orTort1 nity. 

ho have heard arouncnts of the counsel anrearod 

in this case on either side, and perused the records. 

The mTin point that is argued by the lerncd counsel 

for the apolicant is that the order of termination 

ltve of princiu 	lnnexure 	isio 	 a  

justice and 	visits civil consecruences. Some 

infthrrrities are there as regard im,  the aprellate 

order Anneure 'C'. Ihis contention was answered by 

the learned counsel for the resnoedents by producing 

tie files before us. He !- - is submitted that in 1986 

when there was an information with recard to the 

loss of the Ccvnrnr cut in the .C.C. Pire, the vinilance 

encuiry was orCerec 	east t:c apr:licT nt. and± few 

other officers who were also involved in the ITatter. 

111 th officers including the annlicant wgiven 

ncticeand the anplicant submitted in his remly dt. 

23 • 4 • 1986 	 e s -id 	hy, th 

i that he was forced to obey superior officers end 

hence he is not guilty. However,  
__ 	

, we are nct called 
w fAx- 

upon to cro throuch the truth or othenrise of the 

statement. We arc Wkk satisfied on tIas factt1iet the 

order of the teraination has been effected only after 
u4 

givinq opportunity to the applicant.he vigilance 
--- " 

inquiry, was held and he cd been informed, no objecUon 

was filed by the aeplicant and thereafter the irrpuqncd 
r 

order wes passed ' 	is not in violation of principle 

of nctueal justice. After perusing the records produced 

before us, we are fully satisfied that the order of 

terrenaticn is legal and valid. 
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Corri 	lion 1 ble ir S Srinivasan .. Adr:inisttive lç 
Hon'hle 'r P 1: Joshi 	.. Jud.tcil -eibor 

ir JJ Yaj nile. le'rned E6voc to for the rplic nt 
nd 	-r PN Zj: err. for i .r 3D AJILQrE for the rosrondent 

hcoL'd. Adrittod. There is no intorir. ryer. flesponcient 
to -Eilc,  their reply by 25th June, 1987. fleist.ry to 
p•1ce thc i tter thercfter. 

P 
(P Sriniwsan) 

Adrinistrtive flerber 
(p j. JosiL/ 
Judicini ieter 


