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This ss a sutt for declaration sn~king declaration to 1

the nffrct that thr platnt®ff's srrvice is $1ll-gally put off j;;)

by thr drf-ndants by th~tr Ordrrsdated 18.2.1982 and 27.2;1982
- . & .

and for furth~r drclaratfon to the ~ffmct that th~ platntsff

35 still in th~ serrvice Of the~ drfendants and hence rntstlnd

for salary.

2. " Th- ﬁla*nt#ff's caSm_<n br*éf 's that th~ plaintsff was
appoint~d as a Post.Méstor at Bakhard* by th¥ appéintm~nt order
dat~d 1,12.1975 %ssu~d by th~ drf~ndant No,2, According to the
satd orc~r of appoinim-nt, ﬁh» plaints ff s appoﬂntnd as [Extra
Drpérfmﬂntal Branch Post Mastrr of Bakhards" Branch Post Office
and h~ shall also br govoznna by th»"POSt‘and Tclﬁgi‘aph Extra

Qcpartmﬂntalal Agonts (ébnduct angd §°rv*Cﬁs) Rul~s, 1964 as
am~nd~d from tim~ to tim~. On 18.2,1382 the dr~f~ndant No,3 ¢
tssurd order to the platnt®ff conternding thatiwhnrmas th~ work

and conduct of th~ platnts ffwits undrr 4nvkst4gat%on, thrr~for-~,

thn platnts ff s hrrnby ordersd to b~ put off from th~ srrvece

of Bxtra Prpartm-ntal Branch post Mast~rship with ¢mmedtatn
~ffrct, Tt s all~ged by th~ platntfff that hs waes appofntrd
by th-~ d~f~ndant No.2 and ther~fors, the daf~ndant No,3 has no
right or powny to put off the plainttff from hfs srrvice.
Mor~ovry, ¥t 3s not m~ntionn~d in the sat d order dat~d 18.2.1982

from which dat~ thn pla:nt*ffwms'to b~ put off from his s~rvtc~.

Tt §s, th~cefors, contendnd by the plaintiff that thr satd order

dat~d 18.2.1382 s *1ll~gal, improp~r and amb#gﬁous. TL s
furth~r all-g~d b, th~ platntiff that tie had made an application

to the defendent No.2 allrging that the defendant No.3 Was
harfass:ng him. Th» nnqu=ry hias br~n mage by th» drf~ndant No,.3
and.thgfﬁaid Oversear, Rajura, No opportunsty was g#an to the
pla‘nt*ff fq? h;gédhfwnCﬁ ‘n thr snquiry held agatnst biim,
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put off by th~ defrndant No.3. Thus, the dnfhnaant No, 2
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Th~ snquiry s, thhrJfogc, fmproper and +llegal. On

27.2.1982 th~ drf~ndant No.z has confsrm~d th~ satd ordrr
of the def-ndant No.3., Tt %s allégndiby the platnts ff
that thn.dAf»ndant No.2 attempt~d to rectsfy thn it stakns
comm*ttrd by thr d¢f~ndant\No.3 in 455u4né th~ ordeyr of -
and 3 ar~ tak‘ng undué'advantfgn of thrir offfcsal capacgty
and powor, Tt 45; thﬁrnform,.contﬂnéed by fhh plaintsiff
thst both the orders in qu-stion dated 18.2.1982 and
27.2.1382 issu=d by thhvdhfhpdant No.3 and confi3rmd by

th~ d~frndant No,2 arr~ $llegal, $mpropor and ar~ lfable
o R | MH"’-&
t0 br snrt aside, Hence, th- pla*nt=f§{thﬂs sutt sor~king

~declaratton to the affect that thr-order of put off of

" tha plaintfff from th- srrvices of thr d~f-~ndants dat~d

18.2.1982 ¢ ssu~d by th~ defrndant No,3 and subsrquontly

. confsrm~d. by th~ drf-ndant No. 2 15 i ll~gal and void and

fuithbr srrkingy dnrclaretion to the ~ffrct that the
plaintsff ss still sn th~ amblOymént of th~ drf~ndants
ahd as such nntftlné for salavy, with cost of th~ sutt.
3; ~ The defendants roststrd th~ sutt by filsng tﬁ;:r~
wrttten stat~ment vioe Ex.22.' Th9y adm®tt~d that th- -

platnts £f was éppoﬁntadﬁand su?saqufntiy'put off as all~3-d

by the platntiff, Howrver, thry donsed that thr order

sin qurstion of pxixaff putting off th~ platntsff from hts

S~rvicr $sSund by-thn'd»andant No.3 and subs~qusntly
conf}rméd by th~ defendant No.2 ¥s illegal,fin any way.
ft-*é cont~ndn~d by the drf-ndants that th~ platntiff was

not work?ng prop~rly on th~ post on which hr was appointed

‘by'fhﬁ dﬁfnndants.' Thezr wnr~ many complatints agatnst:- hig

" from th- publfc and $0 an enquiry ebout thr sa*d COmpléfnts
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Was made by the derfendant No.3 at the instuncr of the
drf~ndant No,2. Aft~r making nrcrssary ~nguicry fnto tha

mattor, the drferndant NO.3 submsttrd his r-post to the
d~frndant No, 2, Subsequ-ntly, the" d~fendant Ne.2 dfxnacte~d
the d~f-ndant No,3 to put OFf the plaintiff ffom his duty

*hmwd4athly‘and accdbrdingly th~ d~f~ndant No.3 §ssusd thn

ordsr to that =ffrct on 18.2.1982 t0 th~ »ffect that thn

plastnt*{f was Ordrer~g to be" put off from his services with
immediate ~ffect. Th- 3345 ordnrr ﬁas'subanﬁnntly conftrm-~d
by th~ dnfendent No,2 on 27,2, 1982 and duly snrved on® the
plaintiff as well as thﬂvdﬂffndahtvNO.Z;.AThﬁfﬁ tg a prima
facts casm aga*nst tho platntiff.to snttiatr drpartmrntal
proc~~d*ngs agatnst him and ti1ll that time he $5 duly put
off from his duty. Thus; th~ order of the d~f~ndant No,3

to put off the platats£f from h$s s~rvtce dat»d 15.2.1982
and,sgbsagu»ntly confts rm~d. by the drf~ndant No, 2 on 27,2, 1982
ar~ l-gal and valid and as such thmr~ is no’ forcn in the
suit to clatm r~lés{ of declarationsias clatmrd by the
plaint*ff, Moreovrr, a n~w Brench Post Mast~r is appo%ntﬂd
tn th~ place of th® plaint?ff by oxdrr datnd

with ~ff~ct from 28,2,1952 and Shri J.N.phot~ *s work®ng

on thr satd position, sincr 23.2.1982. Hence, the plaints £ff

45 not ~ntttled for the rels-f of dnclaratfongto the ~ffmct

that he b~ declar~d to b~ *n 'the ~mploym~nt of th~ d~f-ndants

~vy~n today,and is ~ntitlrd for salary as clatmed by him,

Thus, th~ sutt $s f2l~d by thn pld4nt%ff wsth malafide

. ' D
tnt~ntion to harrass th~ dnf-ndants and thmraforafl%abl~ to
b gt spissed with cost,
4. On thes~ pl-adings of thr parties, the following fSsurs

wrr~ sottled vide £x.23 and my findings are rocorded against
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e_ach"of them as mentson~d b-low ;-

Tssues ' . - Findings

1. Dors th~ plaﬁnt*ff‘prava’
that he was appointed as

3 r Posﬁ Mest~r at Bakha:d€

as alleged 2 . - No, K~ was appoint~d
- as Extra Departmental

Branch post Mast-r, .

- Bakhaxdt, '

2. Do-s thb'pia*nt#ff_provﬁ

| that thne order datnd
18.2,1382 fssurd by the
dofrndant No.3 s ¢ 1llrgal

as allrgrd,? | .. NO

3. Does th~ blaint4ff pfovq
that the order dated
27.2.1982 tssurd by thn
defrndant NoO,2 cdnffrm*ng,
the ordsr dated 18.2.1982
of th~ defrndant NO.3 s

$1lrgal as all~g~d ? ., .. No

4. To what relicf th~ platntiff

ts entitled 9 .. He %5 not .entitled
‘ ‘ . . for any c~13~f.

5,.-what order and drcin~ 7?7 ... Th~ sust s dismissnd
' : - with cost, as prr ordrr
mentton~d b-~low,

° ason s

As to $ssur No,1,2,and 3

5. Th~ platnt+ff P,W.1 Sriniwas iEx,l?) has examin~d

himself tn support of th~ suit’claim,  Th~ d~f-ndants



