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BEFORE THE CENTR L PDM ISTRPTIVE TRIBUNPL. 

BP.NGP.LORE BE CH , B1GPLORE 

DATED THIS THE 13TH FE3RUPRY 1987 

Present : Hon'ble Justice K.5.Puttaswamy 	.. Vice Chairman 

Hon'ble Shri L.H. Reo 	,. Number () 

Ppplication To. 1901 /85. 

P.Nagalakshmi, 
W/o.H.Praneshrao 
B.P.T.(Branch Post 1ester) 
Biskur, Plagadi TaluI, 
Banqalore District., 
BNGLORE. 	 ... 	Ppplicant 

(Shri M.Reahavendra Pchar, dvocate) 

\Js. 

'I. Superintendent of Post Office, 
Channapatna, 
Bargalore Dictrct, 
BPNCL0RE 	I  

2. 	Inspector of Post OFic, 
Nelaniantjala, 
Banoalore Distrct. 

(Shri Li Vasudeve Rao, dvocats) 

This application has come up for hearing before 

this Tribunal today. Th. VicoChairrnan made the 

following 
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In this application made under section 19 of the 

drninistrstivr Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant 

has challenged the orders datd 19.5,1985 and 

4..1985 (rrexure E&F) of the Superintendent of 

Post Offices, Channapatna Division, Channapatna ('the 

Superintendnt'). 
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From .22.5.1932,! the applicant has been working 

as an Extra Departmenal Postman (EDPM) of Biskur 

'Jillage, Magedi Taluk, Bangalore District. For 

certain periods, the etajls of which are not necessary 

to notice, the anplicnt was stated to be absent from 

duty. But notwithsanding the same, she has been 

taken to duty from 19J5.1986 and is working eversince 

then as EDPM of 8isku Post Office. 

when thn eplicant was on leave, she appears to 

have written a lntteron 4.11.1985 or so to the 

Superintendent, intcrlia, requEtinQ him to issue a 

certificate of the piod of service rendered by her 

in the Postal Departmnt. In response to the said 

letter, the Superintedent has written her reply 

on 19.5.1985 and 4.6.1986 (Annexure5E & F ) calling 

upon her to tender reiqnation to the post of EDPM. 

	

4, 	Among otheis, thS applicant has urged that 

the Superintendent islcompolling her to tender her 

resianetion to the pot she held and such a course ws 

impermissible and illgel. 

	

5. 	In their reply, the respondents have asserted 

that they are not comelling the applicant to tender her 

resignation to the pot of EDPM. The respondents also 
I 

claim that the epplicnt was unauthorisedly absent 

for a periad exceedin 180 days and they are entitled to 

terminate her 
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Shri M.Raghavendrchar, learned counsel for 

the applicant, contends that the Superintendent is 

compellinc his client t tender resignation to the post 

of EDPII, Biskur Poet Orice, and that such a course was 

impermissjble and lilso1. 

Shri N Vasudeva i co, learned additional Central 

Covernment Standing Coursel, appearing for the respon—

dents, refuting the conention of Shri Achar, contends 

that the authorities had not compelled the applicant 

to tender resignation t the post of EDPM. 

We have careful1 examined th:. two orders 

challenged hfore us, te facts and the circumstances 

leading to them and thercords. 

Even thouoh the orders made and 1sued by the 

authorities are worded iomewhat-  inaptly, we are satisfied 

that they have not complled the applicant to tender her 

resignation to the post of EDPII. Shri Rao in our opinion 
has 

very rightlyrnad this 
rear. 

 On this view, we consider 

it tin necessary to strike dour the ordrs, except to 

declare that the authorities cannot and have not compelled 

the eoplicant to tender her resignation to the post of EDPN. 

In their rr:nly, the-respondents have uroed that the 

applicant has been abet for a period exceeding 180 days and 

therefore they are entiled to terminate her services. I 
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Whether the aolicart has absented hrslf for a 

period exceeding 190 dys or not is not the subjct 

mett3r of this 2po1icaion. 	If the applicant 

absented for a period xcveding 180 days, as 

a.rtd by tho rspodents., on the truth or otheruis 

of which we express no opinion, they are undoubtedly 

entitled to tek actin in accordance with law. Lie, 

thercf'oro, lavo opn the  

In the lipht of our bovn c!iscussion, we make 

th; followinc orders 1 and directions 

(1) 	We d.clar: thE,t the orders dated 

19.5.1986 and14.6.1386 (nnxursE & F), 

challenged by'the applicant do not compel her 

to tender her1 resignation to the post of EOPM, 

t3iskur Poet Office. 

(2 	Le'leev ben,ali. other questions, 

1:3. 	 pplication is disposed of in 

the aov ta'rms. 	ut in the circumstances of 

the case, w 6 djrort, tb 	a•rti s to hnar tb 

own costs. 
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