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CORAM:  Hon'®le Shri S.R. Adige, Vice Chairman
| Hen'ble Shri S,L. Jain,‘Me¢bér {J)

Bhimraj Barthari Karhle

Present’y workikng as Extra

Deptl, Asent, Javkhede ¥halsa

B.0. Dist, Ahmednagar, f

Village Virkeshwar S.K. ‘ '
Ahmednagar £.0. ' . eoo Anolicant,

By Advocate Shri S.P. Inamdarx.

Vis,
1. Union of In‘ia through
The Post Master General
" Pune Resionn Pune.
2. Sr. Suaerintendent‘of Post
Offices, Ahmedpagar Cn.
3. Sr. Sunrintendent of P.O,
"une City iest Cn.
_ .Pune, :
4, Ast. Supdt. of POs
Pune City TSO II Dn. .+.Respondents.

By Advocate Shri V.S, Masurkar.,

. . -

Y Per .R. Adige, Vice Chairman]
Amplicant impugns respondentts srder dated
21.71,1998 and seeks réinstatemeﬁt‘aS‘PostMaStér with
retrosneétiVé effect wﬂfh all consequential tenefits.

2. ' Heard both sides,
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©3, ' The applicant who is a regular E,D,C.A, was

appointed as Postman on temporary tasis-and aiso

~ attended the training. ~As per the contention of

" resnondents he was reverted to the post of ECCA as

be could not qualify in the departmental examination
aLongwithvﬁarious other candidates who were aiso
1ikéw1se reverted. Later, the appiicanf had qualified

in the departmental examination and he was

~anhointed as Postman with effect frnm 16.8. 1999.

4. . The anpiicant now claims ‘that the 1htervening
i

neriod. between ‘the date of his reversicn on 21 11 1998

 and the date of his relnstatemont vide ordcer dated ,

»

- 16.€.1999 be counted tawards hlS senlorlty as Postman.

In th1= connection the learned ceunsel for the apnlicant

has 1nteralla contended that the reversion order

\

entailed civil consequences, but applicant was not

given any opportunity to show cause against the same,

and hence the reversion itself was illegal. °

5. - No Rule or instruction has béen.éhowp to us te
enatle us to direct theifespbndenfs'fo treat fhé
ihter@ening 3efiod towafdsfaoniicant's‘seniority as
Postman. Thewleérﬁed counsel for the applicant has

relied upon the case of State of Haryana and others

~ V/s piara Shngh ard others 1992 SCC (I18) €25 but

in'thatACase_the'Hon'ble Supreme - Court has held that
one adhoc emnloyee should not be replaced by anbthe}_
adhoc employee &nd does not cbvér.thepquesfion of

treating the intervening period towards apnlicant's

- seniority as Postmaf, Another Ruling reliéd.upen_by
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- the annlicant is A Marlmuthu‘ V/e C@llector of custgms _—

g,-; ;and Exc1se Madurai AI LJ 1986 (3) 338 but in that |
";rullng 1t has been\held that rever31on w;thout glVlng vx{;f""
‘v,any reasons are bad erders. That ru1¢ng alse does not

'Qhelp the appllcant Ln treatlng +h9 intervenlnv merlod

\

between hlS rever51on and suhsequent app@intment

';Vyltowards senlority as Destman.

“_6? In the 11§ht ef thc a,@ve, we find gurselves unable ta

 -gf‘f_~'u 79’._d1rect the resmondents te treat the 1nterven1n peri@d

-". e ’L]i"tswards senlorlty as U@stman. Th@ OA is dlsmlsqed
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