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1Joendr Kumr Dip 	
'S. 	 ApDlicaflt 

Versus 

Union of Indj & Others 	 Resndents 

(FOR INSTRUCTIONS) 

1. Whether it be referred to the reporters or not? 7 

2, Uhether it be circu1ted to all the Benche of 
the Cntr1 Admfnjstrtjve Trbun1 or not 

- A L 
(H.RAJNDRPPA3?P) 	 (K.P.ACHIRYA) 
NN13R 	 I I) 	 VICE CHAIRN AN 

06 MAY 94 

Ii 



1 

CLUTIUL 	 Ti?.I3UjcAL 
Ji7TCK B1NCH : cTJTTcj< 

OIGI[J APLTC7TION NO:341 OA 1992 
Date of decision; 

Upendr9 KUmar Dip 	 0-0 	 Applicant 
Versus 

Union of India & Others 	090 	 .,• 	 Respondents 

For the Applicant 	•.. M/s.S.D.Hota,Pradeep Kr.Mohapatra 
Prasant Kr.Mohapatra, 
Adocates. 

For the Respondents 	,.. Mr.Aswirii Ku. Mishra,senior 
Ppe], Standing Counsel(Centrpl), &' 	r, U.B. Mohapatra, Addl.St. 

COR }I 
.. Counse1(Centr), 

: 

THE HONOURA3LE IiR .K,P • ACH?RYA, VICE- CHAIRI'1AN 
& 

TH 	HONOUR A3L MR .H.RAJENDR PRASAD , MEMBER (pPMu,) 

•••......s •...S...e.....s...,e.•s••s••••s•• •••........•. 

J UD G ME NT 

K.P.ACHYA,V .C. 	 By order dated 16th February,lggl, 

Opposite Party No.2 had appointed the petitioner as 

a Medical Assistant on probation,in the Hospital 

attached tothe Ordn9nce Factory at Bolangir.vjde 

order No.248 dated 5th Nay,1992,servjces of the 

petitioner having been terrrinated,thjs application 

h-s been filed with a prajr to quash the inpugned 

order of terminatj-n. 

2. 	 In their counter,the Opposite Parties 

maintain that the work dischrged by the petitioner 

(while on probationwas far from satisfactory nd 

no stiqrri n  having been attached to the irnpuqned order 



of termination of services of thepetitioner 

and the petitioner not having gained any right to 

the post in question,the termination order should 

not be quashed - rather it shouhi be sistined 

3. 	 We hpe hear Mr.Hota learned 

for the petitioner and Mr."swini Kumr Misra lrned 
assjstd by Mr. U.E. Mohapatra. 

Senior Pk4*6Q Stpndint j Counsel(Central.It was urged 

by Mr,Hota that though the impugned order of 

termination is inn6cuQus-,
: onO and no stigma has been 

given in the impugned order o f termin.tion,yet if 

SAIL 
one lifts the vilu1d find that the orcér of 

termination has resulted from illel motives for 

which Article 311 eould have been attracted. 

4. 	 we. have carefully gone through the 

records of the case including the pleadings of the 

parties pnd the rele1ant docurnents.We are of opinion 

that the impugned order is a termination simolicitor 

The work dischprged by the petitioner not having been 

to the satisfaction of the concerned aW:hority,the 

services of the petitioner was disoensed with in the 

interest of administration. 

5. 	 In the tivcumstances stated aboVe,we 

do not feel inclined to hold that this is a £ it 

for interference.Therefore,the case is devoid of 

stands djsrnissed,No osts. 
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Central 'idmn. Tribunal, 
Cujt ck Bench/K. Moh anty. 
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