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The applicant challenges the legality of the order 

Anne.xure1 whereby his services as Extra Departirntal Agent, 

ehramiira Post Office have been terminated w.e.f. 28-6-91. 

There is no disite about the fact that the applicant 

was appointed as Extra Departmental Agent since April, 1990 

and the reply filed to the 0.A, shows that during the 

relevant period that is1  from 29-6-90 to 28-6.-91, the applicant 

had put in 342 days' service an& that is1  far in excess of 

240 days. There cannot, therefore, be any escape from the 

position that the applicant's employment could have been 
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terininatedjn consonance with the provision of Section 251 

of the Industrial biputes Act. In other woros1  the employmerAt 

of the applicant could not have been terminated without 

giving him one rnort notice or notice pay equivalent to 

one mor!ths pay in lieu of notice and without paying him 

compensation as provided for by the said provision. In the 

present case thee is no dispute about the fact that the 

applicant was not given notice or notice pay in lieu of 

notice nor compensation as required by Section 25F of the 

Industrial Dis.ites Act, He was terminated w.e,f. 28-6-91 

and the order, Annexure-Al, appears to have been served 

on him on that very day. 

3 	We have, therefore, no hesitation in holding that 

termination of the applicant is in utter violation of the 

provision of Section 251 of the Industrial Disputes Act 

and is liable to be set aside, The applicant xrust also be 

held to be entitled to all consequential benefits. Hence 

the following order. 

4. 	The application is allowed and Ltermination  of 

service of the applicant as £xtra Departmental Agent by 

Annexure A.1 is hereby quashed and set aside and the respon-

dents are directed to reinstate the applicant in service1  

on the same terms anO conditions on which his appointment 

was nde, with all consequential benefits including payment 

of back-wages and continuity of employment. The respondents 

are directed to comply with the orda r of reinstatement 

of the applicant within 4 weeks from the datc of1,receit of 

the copy of this order and the order regarding payment 

of 	ck-wages within 8 weeks from the date ofreceipt 
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of tbe copy of this order. 

No order as to costs, 

K. Raniamoorthy ) 
Member (A) 

( N.E.Patel ) 
Vice-Cha irzn. 
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Certified that no further action is required tobe 

taken and the case is fit for consignment to the Record 

Room (Decided) 

Dated : • 

°ountersigned 
- 	 Sign.ture Q'f the Da1inq 
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Section Offber/our-b officer 


