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CORAM : Hon'ble Mr,., P,H, Trivedi .. Vice Chairman

27/10/1989

Heard Mr. E.D. Desai and Mr, J.3. Yadav for
Mr. J.D. Ajmera, learned advocates for the applicants
and espondents respectively. The petitioners being

[~

daily rated employee 12 sought to be terminated by
the end of this month. Learned advocate for the
respondents would like to file reply citing the Supreme
Court's decision on the basis of which a schame prepared
to be

by the respondent in which preference is/gbven to

the . " regqular employees or the employees who

re . having longer period of service with the
department for which the appliants' services are going
to be terminated by being substituted by such employees,
learned advocate for the respondents states that 10 days
time may be allowed for filing reply. Pending admission,
ad interim relief in terms of the respondents not
terminating the petitioners until 8th November, 1989

for - reply on interim relief and admission bv

the respondents be filed withx Copy to the petitioner.

The matter be placed on Sth November, 1989 for admission
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( PH Trivaayf;
Vice Chairman

and continuing interim relief.
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Mahesh S. Makwana,

227, Vruj Vallabhpura,

Opp. &Arvind Mill,

Naroda Road, 4

Ahmedabad. «e Applicent

Versus
1. The Pecst Master General,

Gujerat Circle,
Navrangpurea, Ahmedabad.

2. Union of India,
Department of Posts,
Ministry of Communication,
New Delhi. .+« Respondents

CORAM : Hon'ble Mr. PeH. Trivedi .. Vice Chairmen

Hon'ble Mr. G.35. Sharma ee Judicial Member

O.2./462/89

ORA L - ORDER

8.11.1989

Per ¢ Hon'ble Mr. P.H. Trivedi .. Vice Chairman |

Heerd Mre. A.De. Desai and lMr. J.S5. Yadav for
Mre. J.D. &jmera, learned advocates for the petitioner
and respondents respe€tively. Learned advocate for the
respondents files @ reply to the effect that the
petitioner is not being terminated and there is no
order of termination and there is no reasonable basis
for apprehension until the orders are legally passed.
~ccordingly, the petition not admitted with the
observation that the petitioner is free to approach
the Tribuna2l as and when any orders regarding termination

are passed, can need tc be challenged. Zrmgoxzddngly;

"fhe petition is disposed of as being pre-mature.
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