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The grievce of the applicant i short is' that he was 

appointed as EDBPT provisionally as he regular incumbent US placed 

under put-off' duty in the year of 19 0. TN applicant cortinuedin the 

said post on provisional b.sis up to 1996 when the departmental proceod 

ing against the Incumbent concerned as termina d in his favour and 

the department re-instated him in'Pu USaflCe of t a order of the Tribun5i 
The department under direction of the Tribunal 0. Pored opportunity of 

; 	e.Lng heard to the said Rabindranath 	s, ED8PfI, Madhya Cur:guria  imposed 

penalty of censor inste5d of removal. Thereafter they decided to tercnina 

te the apl1cnt from service • by re-instatement of Fabindrariath D as in 

/
/ his place. According to the applicant since he rendered more than 15 

years as EDBPII, Madhya Curguria, he I entitled t get preferential 

treatment for appointment as such in. iew of' the ircular of Q.C.,p&T 

Letter No. 43-4/77..P., dated 23.2,79 where it I nentioned that ef'Portg 

3hould be made to give alternative amp Dyment to 0 Agents who are 

appointed provisionally and subsejont y discharg d from service due to 

administrative reasons if at the time f' discharg they had put in not 

I 



a 1ørt f in o respond ent, specially the 

- 	2 

less than 3 years continuous aporoved servi. e•  In such cases, their 

names should be included in the waittng lis of EQ Agents discharged 

from the serjjce Since the rasp ndents did not offer any' alternative 

appointment he approached the 1Tribunai for g tting benefits bPthe - 

order passed by the aathocttie. 

2 	, 	The respondents have denied the claim or the applicant. 

It is the claim of the respondent that he w a given opportunity to 

contact ths Sub-Qivision8i. Inspec or for,  getting alternative of Per 

but he did not contact the 5b-Dj isional Ins e.ctor (Posta1),nathura.. 

pur Sub-Divisjcr Threfore his c se could no be considered 	e also 

'.created obstruction in the way of aking over charge to Rabindragàth 

0as. 

3. 	 We have gone through he records' 5nd we øind that no 

'communication has been-  made to the applicant i writing offering him 

alternative empicyment as required rider the i structions. The appli-

cant also made a representatthn on 10.2,96 sta Ing the reasons as to - 

why he could not contact the Sub-01. istoflal in pèctor(Postal), 1'1athu 

rapur Sub-Division on 10.2.93 (Anne ure 10'), a rind that the autho-

rity did not take any action th wri ing even af er the receipt of the 

'representation dated 10.2.96. There Pter the aP licant made another 

representation on 9.4,96 but the resondents di not take any action. 

40 	 We Find that the a pplic nt had dis hargethe PnctLons 

of EDBPM for ,  15 years and thereafter he had been .discharged",due t1c 

re-jnstatemoit of the incumbent who returned to his post after termi 

natonoP.,the proceeding against him. In view of the aforesaid ojrcum ,-

stances it was obligatory on the part of the, res ondents to offer 

alternative employment to the present applicant in view of the circular 

mentioned 5bov. Since the' respondent did not oP'er any alternative 

appointment as per records, we are the\rafore of 

applicant ought to have been given the1  -alternati 

vacancy available under thereapondent. 

-i - 

e view that the 

appointment in the 



respondents No, S & 6 to accomo ate the aplicant by giving an 

alternative employment against t e rirst av ilble vacancy as early 

as possible in the light oP the circular men loned above. 

6 	 With this observ3ti n the appli ation.is  dispoaed of 

awarding cost of R.5000/... to the applic 5nt 
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