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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

CUTTACK BENCH3sCUTTACK.

Criginal Application No, 341 of- 1992

Date of decision: 6-5./994.

Upendra Kumar Dip

XX App licant
Versus
Union of India & Others P Respondents

(FOR INSTRUCTIONS)

1, Whether it be referred to the reporters or not? AV

2, Whether it be circulated to all the Béncheg of n
the Central Administrative Tribunal or not?%
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- (K,P,ACHARYA)
; VICE CHAIRMAN
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CUTTACK BENCH :CUTTACK

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO:341 OR 1992
Date of decision: 6.G. ([aqu.

Upeéndra Kumar Dip 548 KR - Applicant
Versus
Union of India & Others e - Respondents
For the ppplicant oo+ M/s.5.D . Hota,Pradeep Kr.Mohgpatra
Prasant Kr,Mohapatra,
Adfocates,

For the Respondents ,,, Mr,aswini Ku. Mishra,Senior

zggeé Standing Counsel (Central),
r, U,B, Moh atra, Addl,S¢,
il counsel(Central? .
CORAM:

THE HONOURABLE MR,K.P, ACHARYA, VICE- CHATIRMAN
&
THE HONOURABLE MR ,H,RAJENDRA PRASAD , MEMBER ( ADMN, )

........'lI.l..ll...‘......‘......'l..'....'..O.l..‘...‘

JUDGMENT

K.,P,ACHARYA,V .C, By order dated 16th February,1991,
Opposite Party No.2 had appointed the petitioner as
a Medical Assistant on probation,in the Hospital
attached to the Ordnance Factory st Bolangir,Vide
order No,24B dated 5th May,1992, services of the
petitioner having been terminated,this application
h-s been filed with a prayer to quash the impugned
order of terminati-n,

2. In their counter,the Opposite Parties

maintain that the work discharged by the petitiorner

(while on probation)was far from setisfactory and

tpo stigmay having been attached to the imbugned order
A




of termination of services of the petitioner
and the petitioner not having gained any right to
the post in question,the termination order should

not be quashed - rather it should be sustained,

3. We have heard erHbEa learned counsel
for the petitioner and Mr.,aswini Kumar Misra learned
assisted by Mr, U.B, Mohépatra.

Sénior Pefed Standing Counsel(Centraly,It was urged
by Mr,Hota that though the impugned order of
termination is innécuouékone and no stigma has been

given in the impugned orderlo% termiﬁation,yet ir
one 1ifts the vgilWould £ind that the order of
terminétion has resulfed from ilieéAi motive$ for

which Article 311 ofiould have been attracted.,

4, We. have carefully gone through the
records of the case including the pleadings of the
partieé and the relevant documents.,We are of opinion

that the impugned order is a termination simpiicitor .

The work discharged by the petitioner not having been

to the satisfaction of the concerned authority,the
services of the petitioner was dispensed with in the

interest of administration, o

Sa In the cmec%mStances stated above,we
do not feel inclined to hold that this is a fit case
for interference,Therefore,the case is devoid of merit

st ands dismissed . No fosts,
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