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under put-off duty in the year of 1980, The applicant continued in the

penal ty of cemsor instead of removal.

years as EDBPM, Madhys Gurguria, he id

Letter No. 43-4/77-Pan,, dated 23.2.79

No. UA 512 of 96

Present.: Hon'ple Mr B4 Purk ay astha

For the splicant Ms.SeBaner jee,

Fo;'ﬁhe respohdents: Mr o SeN.Dgas, co

r

Heard on ¢ 677.2001

- appointed g EOBPM prcvisfonally as

Sai_d post on provisional basisg up to

The department under direction of the

being hesrd to the said Rabindr anath fas, EC BP#M,

his place; ARccording to the applicént

treatment for appointment as such in viey of the

should be made to give alternative emplloyment to

appointed provisionally and subsequent

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR IB

- CALCUTTA BENCH

Hon'ble fir, BsPoSingh, Adminisfrativé Member

MaN AR ANJ AN 1MOND AL
VS

UNION OF INDI4 &|ORS.
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The grisvance of the

.. te the aoplicant from service by re-is

1ns el

-2

y - Judici al +ember

counsal

Order

applicant in

the regular

1996 when

ing against the incumbent concerned (as terminagted in his favour and

the debartment re-instated him in purusance of the order of the Tribunal

Thereaftér

administrative reasons if at the tine

NAL

on ¢ 6.7.2001

incumbent yas placed .

the departmental procesd-

Tribunal offerad oppor tunity of

of discharge

short is' that he yas

Madhya Gurguria inposed

they decided to termina-

nstatement of Rabindrapath Das in

since he rlendered more than 15

entitlad tr get preferential

circular of 8.G.,P4aT

where it i% mentioned that efforts

80 Agents yho are !

%y discharged from seryice dus to

they Ead put in not

e e2/=




less than 3 years continuous approved servige, In such Cases, their

names should be included in the luaiting lis of €0 Agaents dlscharged
Fron ths serviue. ‘Since the respbndents dxd not offer any alternatlve
appointwent he apnroached the Tribunal For qQ ttxng beneFits of the-

order passed by the authoeities.

oy

2, | - The respondents havé denied the Claim of the applicant.
It is the claim of the respondent that he ‘was given opportunity to
COHLaCt ths Sub-Divisional Inspec or for getting alternative offer
but he did not econtact the Sub=0i, 1510na1 Inspector (Postal),Mathura=

pur Sub=Division, ThereFore hés case could not be considered, He also

ycraated obstruction in the way of haking over charge to Rabindramath

© °Das,
- 3, We have gone through the records{and we @ind that no
‘pommunication_has beeh'madé to the |applicant i uiiting oFFenihg him

alternative employment as required pnder the i stfuctions. The‘appli-
.cant algd made g represgntation bn 1042,96 st; ing the Eeasdns as to
why he'could not contact ﬁhe Sub-Divisional fn pecﬁor(ﬂosfal), Mathu=
rapur Sub<Oivision on 10, 2 33 (Anne ure '), We Find that the autho-
rity did not take ‘any aCtlSn in writing even. after the receipt of the
4rapresentgtion dated 10.2,96. Thereaftar the ap iicant made'another

representation on 9.4,96 but the res ondents did not tzke any action.

4. We find that the applicant had dis harge&hﬁ ctions

of EDBPM for: 15 years and there after he h ad been.dlacharge du§:%M47”-
re—instatemedt of the incumbent yho rleturned to}hzs post after termiae
natdon aF the procead1ng against himd| In viey of the aroresald gircume -
stance° it yas obligatory on the part of the res ondents to offer .

altarnatzve employment to the present|applicant in viey of the circular

mentxoned above, Slnce the respondent did not offer any alternative
appolntment as per records, we are thersfore of the view that the
- applicant ought to havye besen glven the -alternatiy appointment in the

vacancy available under the'rQSpondentL;

Y

B ,Ac¢o:dingly we direct the respondents, specially the

;003/“




respondents No, 5 & 6 to accomnodate the am|licant by giving an
alternative employment against the First availahle vatancy as early

as poésible in the light of -the jircular mentioned above,

6 ~ Uith this observatidn the applitation.is disposed of

awarding cost of &;5000/— to the |applicant,

L
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