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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI
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CORAM: HON’BLE SHRI A.S. SANGHVTI | MEMBER (.}

HON BLE SHRI SHANKAR PRASAD MEMBER (A}
smt. Minakshi Madhavrao Bahekar,
at present residing at B/1/6/48,
ONGC Colony, Phase II, Panvel,
District Raigad.

2y Advocate Smi. Seema 5Sarnaik
Varsus

1. Asstt. Commissioner,

Kendriya VYidyalaya Sangathan,

having 1ts Regicnal office at

I.I.7T Campus, Powail,

Mumbai-400 076,

Z. V.D. Gullapalli and / or his

auccessor as the Principal,

Kendriva Vidvalava, M.I.R.C.

Ahmednagar-414 110.

3. Branch Manager,
Punjab National Banhk,
M.I.R.C. Ahmednagar-414 110, .. Respondents
By Advocate Smt. H.P. Shah.
ORDER
Hon’ble Shri A.S. Sanghvi. Member (J)

The applicant who was serving as a primary
teacher 13 aggrieved by the order of termination of hear
services and has moved this QA seeking direction against
the respondents to reinstate her in  the service.
According to the applicant she was appointed as nrimary
teacher on an 1niti1al pay of Rs.1200/- vide order dated

&
03.9.1997. Sh was‘ﬁaced on probation for a period of
two years and was posted at Ahmed Nagar under Resnondent



No.Z. According to her, though she was performing her
duties efficiently, unblemishly and sincerely, her
probation pericd was extended for one vyear. She had
been victimised and to create evidence was given memos |
on various occasion. Thereafter without giving any.

n

opportunity of being heard Respondent No.1 ha
P4

8]
terminated her services vide order dated 10.0Z.2000.

Respondent No.3 Bank not to operate her bank account.
the Resspondent No .2 had, with malafide
intention, recommended Respondent No.1 to terminate her
services. . She has contended that her termination order

is illegal, unreasonable, unjustified, arbitrary and

her memos to show improvement in her work she had not

shown any improvement. Her probation was alsc therefore
extanded so that she can show some improvement. But she
failed to show any improvement in her work. There was
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services of the applicant were terminated b

them, the Y
< of _ .
an order termination simpliciter and as such the
C .
applicant cannot make any grievance against the
termination ordsr. S far as the question of

WIS

no due certificate after her termination and as such
bank was required not allow the applicant to operate her
account No ., z%9765 ti111 further communication. They have

3. We have heard the learned counsel for both the
arties and carefully perused the documents on record.
4. It 1is an admitted position that the applicant

-l ~i 3 LL VL . V2T 2

upto 21.9.2000. It 1sg also an admitted position that
nrior te Z9.7.%9 1.a while the appliicant was on
propation, several memos were given to the applicant
asking her to show improvement in her work. Most of the
L [
memos wese produced by the applicant herself and they
{89

cleariy suggest$ that several complaints were received

against her working and the Respondent No.Z? as s
Principal of the School had asked her to show
improvement in her work, This has clearly resulted into

-----



extension of her probation period. The allegation of
the applicant that Principal had given har memos out of
nersonal vengeance 18 not supported by any evidence. ©On
the contrary, the memos produced by the applicant
herself cleariy suggesté that she was found to be at
fault and she was not punctual in har work. She was not

to control the students and several complaints wers

received from the parents etc Further more the order

simpliciter and does not show that any stigma was
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hibit-D

dated 10.02.2000 reads as undsr:- With reference t

KVS letter No. F.8(1)/8/97/KV5(MR)/87 dated 2.9.97 I,
A.B. Joshi, Assistant Commissioner, KVS, Mumbai Region
being the appointing authority hareby terminate

Primary Teacher and direct that she shall be entitled to
one month’s pay and allowances 1in lieu of a month’s
notice period.” A bare reading of this order suggests



satisfactorily. Since from the record 1t 18 savident
that the applicant was given sufficient chance to show
improvement in her work and only when she failed to

improvement in her work, her services were hrought to an

service. It 18 a termination simpl iter and there is
absolutely no iota of evidence to suggest that
Respondent No.Z had any personal vendgeance against the
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