o

- .
v |
IN THE CEN;IRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR
0.A. No. 84/1995 199
T.A. Np.
DATE OF DECISION  26.9.95
Roshan Lal Vyas Petitioner
ﬁ\ .,I P
Mr. Vijay Mehta, Advocate for the Fetitioner (s)
Versus
Union of Indla & Ors, . Respondent
Mr. Sunil Joshi, Brief .
holder for Mr, J,P, Joshi, Advecate for the Respondent (s)
Counsel ‘for the respondents
{ | L‘.'\‘
!
‘\\\ :/}
CORAM : Y

-o_ P
s w

The Hon’ble Mr TR, KT Verma, administrative Member.

The Hon’ble Mr.. . -

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?

\/2./ To bs referred to the Reporter or not ? 7"9

3. Whether their L(lf)rdships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

|
4 Whether it need? to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?%

S
| - ( N.K, VERM

ME.MBER (&)



e

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TR IBUNAL
| JODHPUR. BENCH; JODHPUR

|
| ‘ . pate of order ; 26.9.1995
|

OAINo. 84/1995
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Un'ion of India & Ors. case Respondents .,
| _ _
!

Mﬁ..Vijay Mehta, Counsel for the applicant.

Mr. Suni} Joshi, Brief Holder for Mr, J.P. Joshi,
.Counsel for the respondents,

Hon'ble Mr. N.K. Verma, Admlnlstratlve Member,
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BY ’I‘HEA COURT-
: : ;ﬁﬁln this OA the applicant Roshan Lal Vyas
gi Y Whé;ié a Postal assistant was working as £,B, Counter

Asszstant in the Head Post Qffice, Bhilwara, on

whlch he was taklng a special pay of Rs. 60/~ per
m?nth with effect from 16.1 1994, He was transferred
té this pPost Office on his own request in January,
1993“fore901ng TA & DA etc. and started working as
Pgstal Assistant., He had earller quallfled in the

examination for $,B. allowances to Postal assistant

working in the S.B. branch of the Post Office which

wgs communicated to the Post Master, Bhilwara on
10th July, 1992. The applicant was, however,
suddenly transferred to Mandalgarh vide impugned

order at annexure a/1 dated 8.12,94 whereby he
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was o%dered té be postgd as postal $igna}lér in
the ihterest of searvice, The apélicant had been
working aQ a Postal Signallar earlier at Hamirgarh
when he had made a'req;est on 21.,9,91 that due to
‘crampiin his fingers he did not wish éo continue

as po'sta;:@fzéller any further and he hag requested

to thg POst Master General, R2@jasthan Circle, to

withd#éw the advance increment of Rs. 60/- sanctioned
i _ : :
to himifor having passed the test of Postal Signaller

and hé should be removed from the post of Postal
| .
Signaller. He also requested that a medical test may
- | N
be conducted so that his name could be removed from

|
the list of pPostal Signaller, However, inspite of
the fact that he had made his request in 1991 and had

subseéuently passed the S,B. allowances examination,

| L : . .
heswa? again transferred to Mandalgarh in the interest

'of Se%v}Ce'to work as Postal S ignaller, He hade two
repre%eﬂtétions against this;) orderiplaced at Annexure
/7 dated 21.9.91 and annexure A/8 dated 9,1.95 which
did(E%tXSucceed ana the last represenﬁation to the
,Direcﬁor Postal ServiceS,‘Ajmer, was rejeéted by .

Annexére A/9 dated 7.2,1995,

|

2, %.Thebrespondents iﬁ their'reply to the Oa had
state? that the applicant was a Postal Assistant and
his services are liable fo be transferred even as a
Postal! Signaller. The applicant was imparted-tele-
graph%training igh%gglish_for which he was given an
ggyggéfi%%§§§ﬁ§%gi%nerged in his basic pay. Since
he was/getting that benefit, he was liable to be

posted as postal Signaller at any time in the interest
4 B
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of s!ervice. The transfer was made in the interest
of Serv1ce as the post of Postal Signaller at
Mand?lgarh was lying vacant and he had not submitted
any %edica; qertificatevto prove that he was not

| )
capable of doing the work of a Postal Signaller,
| ) .
The ground taken for exemption of transfer on account

of the applicant being an office bearer of a reco-

~

3?\ - gniséd Union wés not tenable as that exemption /7

2, i
{ .

‘wasi appligabl@f to an office bearer for first
, year| ‘The ptovisions of Rule 37(A) of the P&T

Manugl Volume IV according to which transfers have
|

to be made as far as possible during the beginning

of academlc session are also directory and not

'''' maﬁ\“tory. The applicant’s transfer was made in
g the insterest of service and, therefore, the matter

aoL
Ry

1' 2', _ . | "
& b doeslnqtﬁwarrant judicial review or interference,
\ :

o . . . .
: - !

l

3. % ,I‘have heard both parties at length,

i Shri vijay Mehta, learned couﬁsel for the
applﬁcant brought to my notice that there is no
compulsory liability of any Postal A851stant to work
as Pfstal Signaller once he had indicated his diffi-

' culﬁies in working in that post due to medical reasons.

|
No special tenure has been prescribed for a Postal

Sigﬂaller and the applicant had already edipletéd - one
teh%re at Hamirgarh from where he was transferred

on %is matual adjustment with another official. Once
that tenure was over at Hamirgarh, the applicant

\\\\C\A commence® a new tenure at Bhilwéra as Postél ASS istant




where!a he has completed nearly a tenure of Rime
months. Since he was in receipt of a special .
allowance of RrRs, 60/- per month. his tenure could
not pe interfered with just after nine months
of ti‘xe posting in the &,B, branch. He also h:rought
to my notice that a volunteer was available as
f per ;the representation of the‘ applica_nt to the
P : Posti Master General sen{: on 7.2.95 (annex. A/10) .
It 'w;as stated therein that one Nai:nndfa Kumar
Pareek, Signaller at Jahazpur, who had completed
six years of his posting as Postal S,ignaller in
4-,..___’(_‘-hat Station has made a request for transfer to

S

n 1 h and the ffici +Co t o)
Mé da garh and another orequea]\:ed C. Mehta available

e

at Gulabpura as a surplus C/ to be posted at

Jahazpur.' If the requests made by $/5hri Narendra
’ KumaVL}IParmek and 3.C, Mehta had been, considered )
M’bya Ihe respondents, the vacancy at Mandalgarh could
have;! been filled up and the contention that a
pOS‘l'fL of Postal Signaller was lying vacant at

Mandalgarh would have been taken care of,

5¢ 1 Shri vijay Mehta furhter argued on the

!

point about *public intetest'. Mr. Mehta cited
ﬁ | a jL?ldgement of the Hon'ble éuprem Court reported at
A ar-i994 (5) S.C. 459 S. Ramachandra Raju V. State
$w of (E)riséa wherein it was held that ' it is incumbent
upolga the res;_)énd_ents to disclose the reasons of
which the authoritiés come to the conclusion that

apablic interest is served by transferring an

offlicial, He further fortified his submission by

e @ 5"0
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citlng'another judgement Cf\at 1994 (27) ATC 650
Ko RanLchandran VS . Dlrector General, All India
| Radio, New Delhi & Ors. whereln the urgency of
51tuatlon which demands immediate transfer in the
‘exigeqc1es of service has to be brought ocut by the
lauthoéity sayihg such transfer order is in public
inter%st; There was no such indications in the two
¥ | fepli%s filed by the respon&ents in the instant
‘v case %nd vet they have ordered a mid-term transfer
of th% applicant in violation of 37(a) of the P&T
-Manua# volume IV, The respondents d4did not even
PR thinﬁlit proper to have a medical examination con.
<:J\_ -<2 ducteﬁ on the applicant so as to satisfy themselves
- -; Ei that hé'is fit for the post of postal Signaller and,

”therefore, the order should not have been passed in

-_.i'/' < "5,‘ i S =

i shri sunil JOBhi appearing on behalf of

§ 465 6 hd
\\ L
\Qﬂv ~ the &ta?dlng Counsel Shri J,P. Joshi rebutted the,
N
S argu@@nts of Shri Mehta by saying that #% represen-
‘\Q‘\\:{:‘TI‘:’«(“/

tatlbn made by the appllcant only indicates his un.
wlllﬁngness to work as Postal & ignaller. If he was
feafly medically unfit to perform the functions of a

Postal algnaller he should have filed medlcal certia.

% flcates in support therecf, Since he had not so far
\Q;\J\ submltted any nedzcal»certlficate it was considered
\$§, tha? he was fit to continue as Postal Signeller and
| .

in ﬁiew of the reply already filed by the re5pondents‘
it tas in the public interest that the applicant was
T 4 tra Sferred to Mandalgarh, Whlle on the point of
qullC interest' he was not able tokdilate Twhat
|

that public interest was and in what way was the
|

applicant's transfer necessitated in the exigencies

* e 6 > e
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of serv1ce in view Of the decxslon and arguments

submltted by the learned Counsel for the applicant.,

I have given careful conslderations to

f
N
the arguments of both the parties, -

| -
8. i%?a émerged-during these arguments is
the quiftlo about the lisbilities of the»postal
ASSJ.St/an t to discharge the function of the postal
Signal%er an% time during his service career with

or Witﬁout his(conseht. It is well known fact that
ﬁhe‘Po%;al Signaller's job is a technical job for
which %olunteers arelsolicited from time to time

and théy are given the incentive of an advance inére,
ment fPr passing such examination and taking tbe
telegr%ph training test. Therefore, the§,are bound

! .
to work as Postal Signaller apart from their actual

- !
duties wherever found necessasry. The list of such
| .

) . : .
volunteers kept on panel is updated from time to time

- |
and once an official who has completed his tenure and
|

who wants to go out from this kind of technical work
f

theregis no compulsion or there is any rule regulating
| .

his lﬁabilities to continue as Postal Signaller.

Learnéd Counsel for the respondents was not able to

 show 5ny departmental instructions or statutory rules

that Fhe postal AsSistant once having worked as Postal

Signdller must continue to work as such as per the re-

o .
quireément or exigencies of service or once the advance

increjment is given after having passed the examination
| :

| .
and imparted the telegraph training, the applicant is

bound to work as Postal & ignner during his career as

...7 L2 4
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postal aAsSsistant. This cannot be a true import of the

ruling oﬁ the subject. MOre so, in view of the fact

|\
that the! respondents themselves had allowed the

applicant to appear at the examination for Savings
. f

Bank assistants, K wherein a monthly allowance of ps.60/=-
[ ~

is permissible. That permission was given with the
I

implicitgliberty that once the applicant passed the

| -
said examination, he will be available to be utilised

as an $.B., Assistant. However, this again is ¥ -
voluntaﬁy exercise and there is no compulsion that
officiaﬂ»having passed the examination must be forced

|
to work |as S.B, Assistant on payment of special allow-

e

- |
ance,_ Both the work as Postal Signaller and &.B Asstt.

wlth Se B.%allowance are consensual postlngs in which

F

the pOStal Assistant himself must agree to perform the
l"'"
Spec1al task assigned to him. Having allowed the

appllcant to work as S. B. Assistant with a spec1a1 allow-

tance of’m.60/; per month, the respondents could not have

taken qecpurse of transferring the applicant from that
post wﬁthout any show cause notice or without completing
4-67yé§rs of working as $.B, assistant, The order
transferring him, therefore, faiis on the basic principle
thatvaéy order which alters the conditions of service

to the;disadvantagea of the Government servant has to
prqpeded by a show cause notlce. Since no sth cause

notlce was served upon the appllCant that he was likely

i

to be ﬁransferrgd, thereby causing a finacial loss of

Rs.60/~ per month to the applicant, this impugned order

deserves to be quashed.

....8 ®*®
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9. ‘From another angle, i find this order

is veryémuch untenable. The only extra advantage
that a Postal Signnaller gets is an advance increment
to his pay which got mexrged in his basic pay. The
appllcant had passed the examin-ation for Telegraph

training in 1987 and, thereafter, the increment

became é part of his pay for all times to come, This
1%& is not %ubject to reduction after the S ignaller ceases
| to be aéSignaller and reverted to be a Postal assistant.
Thus, t;he claim of the respondents that by giving

advancé increment, the services of the Postal Signallers
are avéilable to the pepartment during his .entire

career as Postal assistant has no support. an advance

increment is only an incentive to the postal assistant

_to. take Telegraph Training examination and serve as

»'-c
I

e o Py
AN ESN

x? Postal 31gnaller. However, in abaence of any clear

P
’

lnstructions about the prescribzd compulsory tenure
for such Signallers who are imparted tralnlngiﬁrrevo_
cable llablllty to serve as Postal Signallers, the

L
VNFe5pondents are precluded from removing the applicant

I e |

as &.B@ Aassistant and transferring him as postal

Signaller to Mandalgarh,

10 ' There was nothing seriocus or genuine alout
i ) ! .
*fxoﬁwi transferring the applicant to Mandalgarh in spite of
\Sy the cIear position that he was working in an allowanced

post for a tenure which could have been for 4/6 years.
I, therefore, hold that the impugned orders should be
quashed .

il. . Before parting with this case, I woudl like’

to comment upon'the confusion cfeated in this Qa, by

£iling a reply on behalf of the respondents by a party

' LR N Y 9 e
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who hadjnot been impleaded and for which a very detailed
order was passed on 22.8,95. In spite of the clear

’ : ‘
instrucF'ons given, the respondents had filed another

reply r%iterating the point that the Sr, Superintendent

of POStYOffices. Jodhpur Division was duly suthorised
I .

by the ¢hief Post Master General, Rajasthan Circle,
o

Jaipur,' to representthis case and file a reply on behalf

pf the %esPOndents.' In the rejoinder ‘to the reply,
learneds Counsel for»the appl icant brought to my notice
that th% feSpondents have not referred to GSR 511 issued
on 30.i.90. As per this notification of the Govérnnent,
officeﬁs of equivalent or abo?e rank of Under Secretary
t0 the Eovernment of India in subordinate officers/

!
~~-Circle, joffices under the department of pPosts are required

o

to filé a reply. It has not been averred by the res.

?; pondenﬁs that the foicer'Incharge in this case is an
officeé of equivalent or above rank of an Under Secretary.
The re%pbhdents have filed annexure R/2 dated 2.3.95
’;alongw%th a reply. Annexure R/2 is an order passed by
the Poét Master Géneral, Rajasthan Eastern Region,
Ajner,éauthorising the Senior Superintendent of post
Office%, Jodhput, as Qfficer Incharge of the case
according'to which he has been authorised to sign amd\
'_verify%the pleadings and to act on behalf of the Union
\sﬁsij of Ind%afand others in this particular case. Learned
i .CounSei.for the respondents has referred to GJS.,R. 133
dated March 10, 1990 which was modified under GSR 511
issued on 30.7.1990 which is now the statutory érovision
of the|Government in this regard read in connéction with

the CPC Order XXVIIRules 1 & 2 . A Sﬁatutory provision

of the Government cannot be diluted or modified by an

L R ] 10..
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adminis#rative instruétions issued by a subordinate
office.i The Post Master General had appeared in this
Tribunal when a proper dir%ction was given in the
‘matter %hich he had very willingly accepted for compli-
ance, F.am rather surprised that a different kind of
reply h%s.been now been filed, which are nét sustainable,
Learnei Counsel for the respondents, Mr. J.P., Joshi,
howeveﬁ, Qas not available in the Court. His brief holder
v shri s%nil Joshi, who has oconducted the case very ably
was in%tructed in the matter further and he was asked
to ensére compliance of thé CPC provisions and the
Goverh%ent of India instructions on the matter in all
vaernéent_litigations. The learned Counsel ©n both

xgrsigesﬁére officeré of the Court assisting the Bench
LT o RS

e ;; l - - ) ) .
A coming; t0. proper conclusions and decisions and passing

4 approp?iéﬁe orders in the matter. If the case of the
Governhent“respondents are weakened due to casual and
inadeqﬁafe attention to the 1legal provisions, the loss

-‘_ehtirEﬁy will be of the Government, It is only in this
gintgtg%t that directions were given earlier that the
;epiy!qust be filed by the proper respondents. Even
in this case a-number of glaring inconsistencies and

\Lcorreét averments were found in the reply. In Para 3,

of the reply it was stated that the applicant stands

>?} alreaéy relieved of his duties at Bhilwara. This was

denie% in the rgjoinder; The averment was thus incorrect
and misleading. In Paré 4, again the respondents have
stateé that the applicant had not gxhausted all the
deparémentai remedies, This also was denied as the

appl icant had made two repfesentations and his repre.

sentation dated 9.1.1995 was rejected by aAnnexure A/9

\m\\*/\ dated 7.9,1995. |

&’ : ¢ ‘ -oo]‘.l.o_”
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|
|



g

12 . Submission of these incorrect and mis-

|

lealing replies could have been avoided if the

respondents impleaded in the Oa themselves replied
| , .

to the facts brought about in the application with

| recoxrds
reference to their/and after proper application of

mind. }The CAT (Procedure) Rules, 1987, provides
in Séc%ion 12 (1) that “gach respondent intending
”3? to contest the application, shall file in triplicate
the reﬁly to the application and the documents rel ied
upon iq paper.book form with thé Registry within one
month éf the.service of notice of the application
on himﬁ‘ 12(2) provides “'In the reply filed under
sub.rule (1), the respondent shall specifically admit,
deny or explain the facts stated by the applicants
T in. his appllcntlon and may also such additional facts
| '-zs nay be found necessary for the just decision of
- the case. It shall be signed and verified as a written
o statement by the r38pondent or any other person duly
2 authorlsed by him in writlng in the same manner as
provaded for in Order VI, Rule 15 of the Code of Civil
\v/& Procedufe, 1908 (5 of 1908) . Order 6 Rule 15 of the
‘SSNK‘ CLP.C. %tates % yerificaticn of Pleadings:- (1) Save
as otherwise provided by any law for the time being )
iﬁ , in force, every pleading shall be verified at the foot‘
by- the party or by one of the parties pleading or by
some other person, proved to the satisfaction of the
court tp be acquainted with the facts of the.case.’
From th% reading of these provisions, it is amply clear
that th% respondents are required to file a reply by

the respondents or any other person duly authorised

by them can file a written statement on behalf of the

LR 2 12 e @
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respondents, but the entire exercise is subject

to the satisfaction of the Court. Admittedly, the
Aqqinistrative Tribunals are adjudiCating on matters

of .service in which the respondents are necessarily
| ’ .

'thé Government concerned. The very object of the

eséablishment.of the administrative Tribunals under
Aréicle 323.a of the Constitution was because of

a iarge number of casegrelating to service matters
peﬁdihg before wvarious Courts, It was‘expectedv

that the setting up of such Administrative Tribunals

to deal exclusively with service matters would go a

,ffzrlong way in not only reducing the burden of the

“KVariBus courts and thereby giving them more time to

deal wlth other cases expeditiously but would also

‘provide to the persons covered by the Administrative

Tribunals sPeedy relief in resPect of their grievan.

e c;es"‘ (Vvide Lok Sabha Bill No. 21 of 1985.) . Now

wiﬁh‘this objective in mind, it is necessary that
th% matters which ére brought up for adjudication
be%ore var ious Benches of the Tribunais are very
se%iously conducted by the litigating parties
in?luding the respondents., é@éﬁ?ﬁ@@ﬂﬁﬁéﬁﬁ@tters
suﬁﬁect to litigation are susceptible ‘to
finalisation fairly and satisfactorily in
'févour of the applicants if the facts C}%@

the matter are brought to the notice of the

[

oo © 13 [ ]
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higher a@fhorities properly and fairly. However,
the auth%rities at the_cutting edge,levei; who have
themselv%s perpetrated those unfair actions, do not
allow the facts to be put fairly before the higher
authorit%es who are to sit in judgement as appellate
authorit&. AS a result, the employees ére driven to
the Trib#nals for adjudication of their grievances.

If the same Set of respondents who are basically

at the source of litigation are allowed to file
|

replies on behalf of the respondents impleaded at

the levél of Secretary to the Government of India

or State Level Officers like thécjhief

PRIV

‘)..*élbfs_tmﬁ?éisf%eé&?;kGeneral without their having applied their

minds‘téltﬁgiprOposed replies to be filed in an Qa,

the'whoieféxercise get defeated. The attempt of

“r;;he-;esﬁpndents at that level would again be to cover

N - ¥

Up-their own mischief or misinterpretation of the

rules e#c. andltry‘to mislead the Tribunal by giving
patentl& wrong and incorrect replies as is evidgnt

in the %nstant case. If the respondents go into the
facts ahd circumstances of the‘Case which would £ingd

a prop%r place in the replies to be filed in the ©a,
they wéuld'perhaps themselves concede the claims of
the applicants and thereby savimyg the time and money '
by indulging in litigation which are not worthy of

the Sa%e. However, these objectives of the parliament
and thé‘make;s of the Constitufion seem to have been

lost upon the respondents in the present case and
|

. they hhve passed on the entire responsibility of con-
|

testin§ the matter at the level of an Officer who

o e ¢ 14..'

|
i
|

!



does noF belong to the chain of Command of the offiée.of
the Reggonal Post Master General, Ajmer. If we allow
so.chr laFitudé, there would be a seriocus abuse of

' judicia& process. For e.g, if a matter in which the

Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway, Jodhpur

is cond%@ned, it is not expected that the Railways res-

- pondenﬁs would delegate the responsibility of con-
e Joon e -
testing the case belonging to the unit of Divisional
b N
\SL\)/( Railway Manager, Jaipur, who is under the Western Railway
. r

\Q or vice versa. Such circumstances are not envisaged in
//;sthe:"e;?.c. especially when it comes to litigation
-‘»"}' - T conéérﬁi;i}g to the Government.

| %
LI

T
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13. V:Shri Sunil Joshi while arguing on the

sulbj e‘cft 'Ad:;ew my attention to the decision of the
Hon'blfe S.upreme Court reported at AR 1976 SC 2169

in the case of virendra Singh Vs. Vit’hal Kumar in which

in PaI;a 7 it was held * a defect which does not affect

the merits of the case or the jurisdiction of the Ccourt

canno'%, invalidate the décié ién.“ He also guoted ‘

anothe%:r case of Kailash Singh vs. Hiralal pey cited

at AR 1994 GAUHATI 12 wherein it has been held that

|
" any; error, defect or irregularity in any proceeding

in any suit in'S. 99- It includes signing and verifi-

P

cation of plaint as laid down in Order 6 Rule 14 & 15

of thfe CP”c & Then' he referred to Section 114 of the

Iil " oo 15 LI Y
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| |
Law of BEvidence . Illustration (e),_whereﬁy he
| 5
statés that there is a general disposition in
courts of justice to uphold official, judicial

and other acts rather than to render them in.
|

' operative. I am not impressed by these citeations

|
as these do not seem to be relevant to the issues

involved in this case. The citation. of AR 1976

[=Yo 2&69 relates to defects which does not affect
i .

the herits of the case. The defects in a plaint

arefnot the same as wrong and misleading statements

made in the replies due to non-application of mind

or @ay be due to wilful concealment of the facts,

"Thié case (AIR 1976 SC 2169) relates to an election

petlition which was sought to be dismissed by the
:esﬁondént on the ground that the ve;ificatiqn and

the:affidavit did not contain sufficilent particulars

of %he corrupt practices attributed to the appellant
aﬁi dﬁ5 not at all give particulars of printing of
théloffending leaflet, There were certain other
teéhnical grounds also; The case quoted of the
Ga&hafi Bench of the High Court relates to lack
of?signature and Verificaéion o the Plaint. Hon'ble
siﬁgle Judge of the Gauhati High Court held " In my
viéw we have come to a stage‘in our jurispfgdence
whére’we should hot be tied doWn with procedural
tégﬁhica;itieé. But we shduld try to do substantial
juétiqe to‘ﬁhe parties, In the case in hand it would
b% dnfair and unjust toAreject the plaint merely on

the ground that the plaint was not properly signed

and/or verified as plaintiff himself came to the

. . b
witness box and made out the case in the plaint.,

LA N J 16 ‘.'
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Thus this matter relates to thé omissibn of the
signatu%é on the plaint by the plaintiff himself

and not |[the omission of signature or verification

of the £e5pondenté. In any case, C.A.Ti are governed
‘by‘the é.A.T. (Proc§dure) Rules, 1987 which are not
entirel§ based on the provisions of ¢pC. CPC provisions
have to be regulated by the procedures soec1ally laid

down for administrative justice to be adjudicated

‘ffij@petweeqsexclu51ve set of litigants. Under the circumstan-

/A " ces, I"I’am constrained to direct that the respondents

mast cqmpiy with the provis ions of the é.A.T, (Procedure)
,Rples,i1§87, read with p?ovisions of the C.P.C on the
suhﬁeéé. This may be brought to the personal notice
of thelresPondents in the 0a by the Registry. The
Reglstrar of this Bench is also directed to ensure that
the pleadlngs are conpleted as per the obs ervations
contaniled herein. Any.»;apse on the part will be
seriou%ly noticed. as this results in unnecessary delay
'in adj@dicating the matter.

: ‘ORDER
14, | as discussed earlier, the OA succeeds and
I hereby quash tﬁé order'at Annexure A/1 dated 8.12.1994
with t%e diﬁection that the abpliCant shall be allowed
to con%inue as S.B. Assistant at Bhilwara Head Post
Officefand complete his tenure as per rules. HOwever,
the regoondents shall be at liberty to rembve him from
this p051tlon in terms of the relevant rules on the

subJect after giV1ng him a7) due opportunity by issuing

show cause notice, if so advised.

15. | There shall be no order as to costs.

Vil

( N.K, VERMA )
MEMBER ( &)
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