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JiD GMENT 

K.P.ACHARYA,VICE-CHAIRjAN, In this application under Section 19 of 

the Mministrative Tribunals Act,1985, the petitioner prays 

for a direction to be issued to the opposite parties for 

reinstating the petitioner to the sai. post of E.D.B.pM., 

Lethaka Branch Office. 

2, 	According to the petitioner,he was working as E.D.B.P.M. 

in IEthaka Branch Post Office for Some time and thereafter a 

criminal case forming subject matter of GR 220/69 was 

instituted against the petitioner under Section 262 i.p.c. 
it is stated by the petitioner that he was discharged from the 

said G.R. case and therefore prays to be reinstated. 

According to the opposite parties, there are no such 

records in their office to indicate that the petitioner at any 
ii .  

point of time had been appointed as E.D.B.P.M., or had been 

: put off from ftuty. Hence the case is deuoid of merit 	and 

liable to dismissed. 

We have heard learned counsel for the petitioner Mr.A.Deo, 

and learned Standing Counsel for the Central Government Mr.A.K, 

Mishra.In this 	case also the petitioner has not filed any 

document to indicate that he was ever appointed in the said 

post office or had been put off from duty. In case the 

petitioner had been appointed then it was expected that certain 

documents to that effect could be produced.Therefore in the 

absence of thebtjënoB proof havingbeen satisfactorily dischar-

ged by the petitioner, we cannot come to a conclusion that the 

petitioner h: &ver been appointed.We find no merit in this 

case which stands dismissed. No costs. 
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