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IN THE CENTRAL ADMiNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
MEDBD BENCH 
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O.A. No. i99 • 
87 	of 

DATE OF DECISION 	2 .8.1991 

!etitioh1  et 

ir.BharatRao 	Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Union  _1L9' 	Respondent 

Advocate for the Responaeui(s) 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. N.I. Sinai-i .. 	i-'eber (A) 

The Hon'ble ?s4r. 	•• 3hatt i•1arnhtr (J) 

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

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

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

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 

MGT1'RRNDI2 



M.J. Parmar, 
E.D. Agent, 
Bhetalj Branch Office, 
Ehiloda Sub-Office(3.N.) 	 .. Applicanb 

(Advocate-Mr .Bhar1t Rao) 

Versus 

Union of India, 
ihr3ucih: 
The Superintendent of 
Post Offices, 
Himatnagar, Dist .3 • N. 

3ub-Divisional Inspector, 
Pos .al-Bhiloda 
Pin-333 245. 

Director of Postal Services, 
Vadodara Region, 
iBaroda, 

Post liaster General, 
Gujarat Circle, 
Ashram Road, Nr.income-tax Circle, 
Ahjedabad-38O 009, 	 •. Respondents 

(Advocate : Mr. P.M. Raval) 

O.A. No. 87 of 1991 

ORAL - ORDEP 

Dated 2.3.1991 

Per : Hon'ble Mr. M.M. Singh : Member (A) 

This Original Application filed under section 

19 of the Ainistrative Tribunals Act, 1985 has one 

material point for consideration. This point consiste 

of the applicant on his own showing having signed on 

plain paper requesting his colleague to suhmitto 

opponent No.2 viZ. Sub Divisional Insector, Postal, 

Bhiloda. It is alleged that the colleague entered in 
'jy 

this blank paper signed by the applicant sa letter 

of resignation. It is the contention of the respondents 
-- 

in their reply that they had received a let cer dated 
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29.4.1991 from the applicant which resignation they 

acceped. By their acceptance of the resignaLion, the 

nexus of employer - employee came to an end between 

the respondents and the applicant. 

On :he face of it, it is half admitted by the 

applicant that he hadL signed on blank paper which was 

converted by his colleague to a letLer of resignation. 

It is not for us to go into the investigation of an 
- 	4 

allegation iuich if at all correct has to he made11W 

the apolicant before appropriate authorities dealing 

with criminal complaint of the nature of fraud. The 

respondents had sufficient maLerials before them to 

accept the resignaLion. 

In view of the above, the application deserves 

no further consideration before us. We hereby reject 

the same. 

R C Bhatt ) 	 ( M M Singh 
Member (J) 	 Mernber(A) 
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