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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH: ¢BANGALORE

ORIGINAL APPLICATION 'NO.1226/94

MONDAY, THE THIRTIETH DAY OF JANUARY,' 1995

SHRI V,RAMAKRISHNAN. oo oMEMBER (A)
SHRI A, N,VUJJANARADHYR, «e .MEMBER (J)

Shri Honneqowda,

S/oc Mooge Gowda,

Major, EDO M C, »

Kulegere Branch Post 0ffice,

Maddur Taluk, _

Mandya District, ' , ' eeoApplicant

8y Advecate Shri M,S,Purushothama Rag,
Versus

1. Sub-Divisional Inspector (Rostal),
Malavalli - 571 430
Mandya District,

2, The Supreintendent of
Post Offices,
Mandya Division,
nandya Y

3. The Chief Postmaster General,
Karnataka Circle,
Bangalore, ++osRespondents

“ ;LPY A;t;s:G.t.‘Shri M.Vasudeva Rao, T

-

: :E ___SHRI A N.VUIJANARADHYA,  MEMBER (3)

P -

'i :-—%* The appiicant Sh;ijﬁpnnegouda aggrieved by'the
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order of Sanior'Superintendant of Post Offices (res-

" pondent No.2), Mandya Division dated 10th August, 94

terminating his services as Extra Départmantal Mail
Carrier (EDMC) has made this application, The appli-
cant is continuing in the post in visu of the'order

of stay granted by this Tribunal, The post of EDMC

at Kulegere Branch OPfice in Mandya Division fell
vacant as‘the regular incumbant was selected te group
D! with effect from 6.9.93. One Ningegowda was
appointed pnoyissionally in the saidvpost; The vacancy
was notified t& the Employmént'Exchange on 4,9,93 for
éponsoring eligib;e candidates. Accordingly, the

Employment Exchange has sponsocred tuwo names namely

~ the applicant and the said Ningegowda, B8ecause the
'Employment Exchange had sponsored only two candidates,

| b
a local notification was issued on 9.11,93, #n persuant

to which only one candidate had applied namely Shri

G.Motegowda, The first'respondent sale;ted the appli-

-cant as EDMC since he was unemployed and educated and

vas fesiding in the same village, on 1.1,94, Ninge<

,\N‘ t¥55§ wda addressed a representation to the Director of

-"?'
e,

\ital.Servlces on. 6 1 94 alleging that the applicant

\, 5
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%Tv':m;-%})asj_"mt ss’lécte‘a though hs fulhlied all the condi-
_ - -0’ . P
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wu,;ment nf,the said EDMC In persuance of the direction

“M tha<f1rst respondent issued not1ce.t° the applicant
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by Employment Exchange whereas one more.pefsoh had
applied for t he post of EDMC in persuance of local
notification. Tﬁe persons whose names were sponsored
by the Employnent Exchange are the applicant Honnegowda
and another person by name Ningegowda, One G.Motegowda
had applied in persuance of local notification. Becausa
G.Motegowda was of a village different from the post
village and was not selected, the contentions of the '
learned counsel for the applicant raised in this regard
namely that local nofificatiﬁn ought not to-haée been

issued and'reqﬁast for Employment Exchange to sponsor
some more namss should have been resorted to, will |

not survive for consideration,

5. From the records made available by the depart-
ment, it is seen that the applicant Honnegowda, though
SSLC failed is from the same village and has p;oduced
all the required tastimon;als and therefore he wasg
selected, In respect of_Ningeruda, it is stated that
he has passed SSLC and was previously appointed as EOMC
wvith effect from 6,9,94, but he having been employed
in NPCS Kothibura cannot be selected Accordlngly,

e

fappl1cant uas seléﬂfed and appointed as EONC

'_ re. 'Therefere,fhlﬂgegouda mada a representa-

—3:F

v..'ﬂuho ﬁade a deta;led examination‘found that

"_ a person, uho has passed SSLC he was prgv1ssionally

= -~ T S Ta ..-..‘—........... i ..._........
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uE“FThg 1n the vacancy and thus, has expariance, '

u_UhEIBaS Honnegouda, the appllcant had no experience
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services with effect from 22,8,94, .The applicant rep-

resented to the second respondent on 30,7.94, for | W
which the reply aé at Annexure A2 was issued, Aggrieved,
the_applicant hﬁs'made this apﬁlication'seaking to

quash the order of SDI dated 16,7,94 (Annexurs A) and \‘/
SFO Mandya dated 10,8,94 (Annexure A2), !

2, We have heard Shri M.5.Purushothama Rao, the
learned cbunsel for the applicant and Shri M.Vasudeva

Rao, the learned stamnding counsel for the respondents,

3e . Shri Purushothama Rag advanced the follouing-
contentionss~ (a)jﬂﬁ,reasons have been stated for the | i
termination of éafvice of the applicant, particularly
when tha selection has been regularly made and there
was no irregularity; (b) Applicant was not even heard
before passing the impugned order; (c) Issﬁe of local
tnotification was not proper and the application recei- ‘
- ved in persuance of such notifibation'céuld not have -

bsen considered fqr selection and if sufficient number

' of persons were not sponsored, a request ought to have

been made to Empl&ymant Exchange itself, Shri Mm.V.Rao

W N~ ~the ‘other hand-conténaed that selactinn of appiicant _.
iy 2 3 g . i
irregular aadzfouad—by the Revieuing Authnrity as
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and he had failed in SSLC and had made a report,
There was further observation that Ningegouﬂa working
in MPCS did not come in the way of appointment as
EDMC because it is a part time job and therefore the
non selection of Ningegowda and selection of Honne-
Gowda is irregular, On receipt of this report,
Postmaster General, Banjalore by his communication
dated 19,5.94 informed SP0 Mandya that the irrequ-
larity in the appointment of E£DMC, Kulegere-Branch
Of fice may be rectified early, hccordinglf, SPO
Mandya instructed the appointing authority to rectify
the irregularity committed in the appointment of |
EOMC of Kulegere, In persuance of the said_diréction
the applicant vas issued notice vide Annexure A

" dated 16,7.,94 for which, the applicant made represen-
tation as at Annexure A1 dated 30,7,94 and after consi-
dering the same the impugned order dated 10,8,94
(Annexure A2) came to be issued. The non-selection of
Ningegowda on the ground that he was employed in MPCS
is founa to be improper by the department., Because
EOMC is a part time job, the said ﬁingegouda having

:been employed 1n ﬂPCS Ulllmot be a bar and on that

’:C:;‘*;ngbund-h1s non-selection_ﬂill haue to be found to be

“ ’\\ - = o
_ﬁ;eifij;;:—4§;_ “_'"ﬁpplicantthad_fai}ed in SSLC Uhereas Ningegouda
cl i < iﬁa passed SSLC and he was provisslonally uorking as
#'L'—fﬁfzv:r
-—-*?ﬁif;?{; '“Jighc 1n—ths:xacancy‘before “the applicant'came to be-

i dé '_‘ .- 4/'\' V

._Kgg%;g?—j,J é?pointeaﬁ_such and had gained experience, Such being
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.'and appointment of a"pplicant as EDMC, Kulegere 5.3‘

‘irregular and it is not in accordance with the rules

‘and thersfore, it was not sustained, The action of the

i

department is thus justified and we cannot accept the

contention of the ‘léarned counsel for the applicant

‘that no reasons for .the termination of the service of

the applicant are stated or that he was not given
obportunity béfa;e'termination. Applicant was in fact
issued notice before his services were términated and
tﬁus he was heard, Thus, the contention of the learned .

counsel will have to be termed as untenable,

E N

6. Rule 6 of ED Rules can be invoked in such case
and under t he said rule, the services of an employee,
who had not already rendered more than 3 years of conti-
nuous service from the date of his appointment is ligble
for termination by the Appointing Authority at any tihe
without notice. This rule c annot be ;esorted’tc or
invoked for dealing with specific action of misconduct,

Here, there is no allegation of misconduct on the part

- raiy

:rule 6 stated-above. Consequently,v 5
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CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
. BANGALORE BENCH

. Second Floor, :
Commercial Complex,
Indirenagar,
BANGALORE - 56C ©33.

Miscaliageous Appln.No.116_of 1995 in Dated: 17 MAR '1995

APPLICATION NO.____ 1226 of 1994,

ApanjANTS;‘Sri.HonnevGowda,‘
v/s. | |

”RESI{NDENTS: The Sub—Divisional Inspector(Postal),
Malavalli and two others.

- Sri-.M'.S.Purushothama Rao.Advocafe.

No.497, Upstairs, Avenue Road,
. Bangalore-560 002.

2.  Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao,Addl.Central R
. Govt.Standing Counsel,High Court Bldg, ' T
Bangalore-560 001. T .

-

Subjecth- Ferwarding copies of the Orders passed by the
Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangalore-38.
. o ——— XA K ' )
. Please find enclosed herswith a2 copy of the Order/

Stay Crder/Intcrim Order, passed by this Tribunal in the above
‘ s 09-03-1995. .

mentioned application(s) on

’F\’f DEPUVY REGISTRAR
JUDICIAL BRANCHES.:
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH; s BANGAL ORE
\J MA 116/95 .
VR(MQ)/ANV(MJ)
09.3.1995
ORDERS ON M.A.ll6/95
On 6.3.95 we had directed the department to withdraw
the memo dated 2/4.3.95 and to reinstate Shri Honne
Gowda with immediate effect. The department had
complied with the direction and Shri M.V.Rao, the
learned standing counsel tells us that the applicant
\4 had been reinstated. He also produces the relevant

record to show that the department had passed orders in
the file on 28th February, 95 terminating the services
of SHri Honnegowda. The "post office is situated at
some distance from Mandya and . while the actual
termiation took place on 4.3-95_ the office was not
awarevthat there is an MA 1is pending before this
Tribunal for stay of our order dated 30.1.95. In_view
6f the Eosition as brought §ut b& the learned standing
counsel, no further action is required in the matter of
ténmination of the services of the applicant on 4.3.95
AN e v vt o
N2 ﬁhé% the MA had come up before us on 2.3.95.
7) .

Contd...Z.
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2. . In this M.A the applicant prays for stay of our
order so that he can approach the Supreme Court, %ﬁb%f/ ﬁ
that he can continue in the same post. Shri

Purushotﬁama Rao tells us that the applicant is’ taking
steps for filing an appeal before the Supreme‘Court and
that he is already in touch with an advocate in Delhi
to move fhe Supreme Court. He also draws our attention
the fact that the Tribunal had.grénfed stay in August,
94 and it had-continued till the disposal of the matter
finally on 30.1.95. In view of this position, he tells
that we may grant about 20 days‘time for the applicant
to move the Supreme Court against our orders.  Shri
M.V.Rao for the gepartment submits that no statutory
provisions_are available empowring the Tribunal to
grant stay 1in case where a matter has already been
disposed- He also submits thatthe applicant had not
moved this Tribunal seeking stay of the order, when the

order was pronounced and the applicant had taken very

long time before approaching this Tribunal for stay.

3. We hold that this M.A. is maintainable and
keeping in view 6? the facts of the case énd as the
praver is for only for a short date, we direct that
Shri Honnegowda’s services will not be terminated till
24th March, 1995. If the .applicant is not able to

produce any direction from the Supreme-Court staying \

Contd...3.

R N




o

M

l | o /“

{

our  judgement dated 30.1.95 by that date, this

direction will automatically stand vacated on 24.3.95.

Accordingfy M.A.116/95 is allowed.
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(A. N. YUJJANARADHYA) (V.RAMAKRISHNAN)
MEMBER (J) MEMBER (R)

Section Officor
Central Administrative Tribynal
Bangalore Bench
Bangalore
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N .OFFJCE : | B
Shanth Kumar V. Mahale No. 8, PANKAJ TOWER .
) : MAYUR VIHAR, PHASE-t
» supns':n?%%m?ormom ?:t“"““” o
. i;; ' “ RYIIDENCE:
i ] 008, SUPREME ENCLAVE '
. ; MAYUR VIHAR PHASE-1
Cb ' DELHI-110082
i ’ | .TEL. :,22951982
) i FAX: 2251982
| Rt c..oovvovnnn. { . Dated.. 22434995«
LT e b ! o
i 1, . . e
N ‘ :
i "TD, i »
Mr Jayara;j.D.S. .
Advocate. ? . i
Rangaraj and; associdtes,
krishna Tower No 4, |
L:andhlnaaar, !
Bangalore. %
i
. b
Sll", i ‘
; |
A | |
I havew filed SLP of Honnegodda V/S Sub-Divitional I
- Inspector . The matter may come up for prilimnary “hearing !
~after 2 - 3 weeks time. As and when the matter is listed, 1 -
will infarm you. . ol
H to~
Kindly 1advise the party to send a sum of FS.uUOO/* 'f““
towards the ezpendlture and prilimanry hearing fees. 1
- |
2 L
! . . . e L LR R Sl “s’i'*.- ""‘"“""'é
‘ With warm regards. : j I -
1 " : | i
J YOLll;iﬁfEIYy L
: for P&dmanabha Mahale - ‘ R A
k Advocate. e
r | ~
' ;
: i b BoouMant 15 RE&‘EP‘P‘ED o g
| s box N2 IN THEM%_&‘D\& c&»\
| q ANNEREURE B % {‘)O-u"' e
Mase (pPLICATIO = o
I QANT/S
ADVOCATHR
A |
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_APPLBCANTS:~

v/s,

’CENTRAL ADMH\IISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
L BANGALORE BENCH

“Second Floor,

- Commercial Complex,
( . : Indlranagar : .
s A_BANGALORE- 560»638.

Dated: - JFER 199:5

APPLICAT IQN No: 1226 of 1994,

Sri.Honnegouda;Kulegera.mandya Dist,

RESPONDENTS :~The Sub-Divisional InSpector(Eostal),

Te

1. Sril,
'No,497, Upstairs,Avenus |
Banbalore-sso 002,

Sril,

nalava111-571430 and others.,

M.$,Purishothams Rao ﬁdvocate ’
oad,

M. Vasudeva Rao Addl c. G .S C.

High Court Bldg,Bsngalore-1

Suhject s~ |

'1;2>91

\al

3

. gm*

.Fblumldjng ~f-capjes of the O
, € Order-~ passed b the
Central Admlnlstrat1Ve Tribunal,RB aﬁgalaxa Y

,,,m—

ai &, Dsmy’ﬁf |

JUDICIAL BRANCHES,
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1226/94

—— e ot 2

SHRI V,RAMAKRISHNAN.
SHR% A.N,VUIIANARADHYA.

Shri Honnegowda,

S/oiﬂooga Gowda,

ﬂajor, EOMC, :
Kulegera Branch Post Office,
Naddur Taluk,

Mandya District,

By ?dvocate Shri M,S.Purushothama Rac.
é

Versus
? - .

1. |Sub-Divisicnal Inspector (Rostal),

Malavalli - 571 430
Mandya District,

2., |The Supreintendent of
Post Offices,

Mandya Division,
”andya .

3. |The Chief Postmaster General,
- |Karnataka ercle,
’. Bangaiore,

By A.C.5.G.C. Shri M, Vasudeva Rao.

>

BANGALORE BENCH: ¢BANGALORE

MONDAY, THE THIRTIETH DAY OF JANUARY,' 1995

o0 QMEMBER (3)

oo .“pp'li cant

«+.Respondents

SHRI A.N,VUIJANARADHYA, MEMBER (3)

! The applicant Shri Honnegowda aggrieved by the

cei2/-
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ordér of Seniotisuparinténdent of'Pdst;officés (res-
pondent No.?); ﬂandyé Division dated 10th ﬁuéust. 94
terﬁinatihg his services as Extra Departméntaliﬂail
Carrier (EDMC) ﬁas made this appliCation,' The sppli-

cant is continuing‘in the post in vieu of the_order

of stay granted by this Tribunal, The post of EDMC

at Kulegere Branch Office in Mandya Division fell
vacant as the regular incumbant uas‘selacted'to Qroup

'D' with effect from 6.9.93. One Ningegouda was

appointed provigsionally in the said post. Tha vacancy

was notified to the Employmént Exchange on 4,9.93 Por
sponsoring s;igib;e candidates, Accordingly, the
Emplqyment Exchange has sponsored two names namsly

the applicant and. the said Ningegowda, Because the
Employment Exchangé had sponsored only tuuvbandidates,
a local notification was issued on 9.,11,93, '&':persuant
to which only ohe'candidata had applied namely Shri
G.Motegowda, The first respondent selected the appli-
cant as EDMC since he was unemployed and educated and
was residing in the same villagse, on 1.,1.94, Ninge-=
gowda addressed a representation to the Director of
Postal Services on 6,1,94 alleging that the applicant
was selected though he had failed in SSLC and that he
vas not selecteh though he fmlfilled_éll‘the condi~
tions, After considering thehrepresentation, it uas

ordered to rectify the irregularity in the appoint-

ment of the said EDMC, 1In persuance of the direction

the first respondent issued notice to the applicant
intimating him of the intention to terminate the

k/’" \ s .  ,!...3/-
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services with effect from 22,8,94, The applicant rep-
resented to the second respondent on 30.7,94, for

which the reply as at Annexure A2 was issued, Aggrieved,

the applicant has made thié application seeking to

quash the order of SDI dated 16.7.94 (Annexure A) and
SFO Mandya dated 10.8,94 (Rnnexure A2).

2, We have heard Shri M.S,Purushothama Rao, the

- learned c ounsel for the applicant and Shri M,Vasudava

Rao, the learned standing counsel for the respondents,

3. Shri Purushothama Rap advanced the following
contentions:- (a) No reasons have been stated for the
termination of éervice of the applicant, particularly
when the selection has been regularly made and there
was no irregularity; (b) Applicant was not even heard
before passing the impugned order; (c) Issue of local
notification was not proper and the application recei-
ved in persuance of such notifibatibn céuld not have
been considered foé selection and if sufficient number
of persons were not sponsored, a request sught to have
been made to Employment Exchange itself, Shri M.V.Rao
on the other hand contended that selection of applicant
was irregular ;:;T;ound by the Revisuing Authotity as
there was a better qualified candidate available fof
being appointed and that action to terminate the sefvice
of applicant was justified under rule 6 of ED Agents

Conduct and Service Rules,

R
G b, We have perused ther ecords made available by

Efthe deﬁartment. The names of tuo persons were sponsored

}V o . “_...4/-
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by Employment Exchange whereas one more person had
applied for the}post of EDMC in persuance of local
notification., The petéons vhose names were sponebred
by the Employment Exchange aré the applicant Honnegouda
and another persbn by name Ningegowda, One G,Motegowda
had applied in persuance of lﬁcal nofification. Because
G.ﬂotegowdé vas: of avvillage different from the post
village and was not selected, the contentions of the
learned counsel for the applicant raised in this regard
namely that local notificatipn ought not te have been
issued and :equést for Employment Exchange to éponsor
some more names‘sheuld have been resorted to, will

not survive for considsration,

5. From the records made available by the departe
medt, it is seen that the applicant Honnegowda, though
SSLC failed is Prom the same village and has produced
all the required tastimonials and therefore he was
selected, In respect of Ningegowda, it is stated that
he has pagssed SSLC and was preQiously appointed as EDMC
with effect from 6.9,94, but he having been employed

in MPCS Kothipura cannot be selected, Accordingly,
| the applicant was selected and appointed as EDMC,
Kulegere, Therefore, Ningegowda madsg a representa-
tion before the Director and the matter was examined
by SSP0O, who made a detailed éxamination found that
Ningegowda was better qualified in as muchiés he was
a'parson, who has passed SSLC} he was provissionally
,Qarkimg in the vacancy and thﬁs, hag experience,
vhereas Honnegowda, the épplicaht had no experiénce

“L//
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and{he had fafled in SSLC and had made a report,

The;e vas further observation that Ningegowdea working
in MPCS did not come in the way of'appointment as |
EDN# because it is a part time job and therefore the
non selection of Ningegowda and selection of Honne-
Goupa is irregular, On receipt of this report,
Postmaster General, Bangalore by his communication

datpd 19.5.94 informed SP0 Mandya that the irrequ-

, | .
larity in the appointment of EDMC, Kulegere Branch

Office may be rectified early. Accordingly, SPO
HanLya instructed the appointing authority to rectify
the' irregularity committed in the appointment of

EOMC of Kulegere. In persuance of the said direction
the;applicant vas issued notice vide Annexure A

dat?d 16,7,94 for uwhich, the appliqant made represen-
tat%ﬁn as at Annexure A1 dated 30,7,94 and after consi-
dering the same the impugned order dated 10,8,94
(An%exure A2) came to be fssued. The non-selection of
Ningegouda on the ground that he was employed in MPCS
is found to be improper by the department. Because
EDMC is a part time job, the said ﬁindegouda having
bee%~employed in MPCS will not be a bar and on that
gropnd his non-selection will have to be found to be
bad} Applicant had failed in SSLC, whereas Ningegowda
had%passed SSLC and he was provissionally working as

EEMC in thekgacancy before the applicant came to be

_ On
appointeéﬁ‘such and had gained experience, = Such being

the case, it is apparant that Ningegowda is better

qualified than the applicant and therefore, the selection

b -
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Section Office
tral Adm:mstratw
Bangalore Bench

Bangalore

and appointment of applicant as EDHF, Kulegers is
irragular and it is not in accordhnce with the rules
‘and therefore, it ués not sustainéd»‘ The action of the
department is thus_justified‘and we cannot accept the
contention of the ;earned counsel for the applicaht
that no reasons for the terminaticn of the sarviée of
the applicant are stated or that he was not given
opportunity before“termination. Applicant was in fact
issued notice befoie his services were terminated and
tﬁus he was heard,. Thus, the coﬁtention of the learned

counsel will have to be termed as untenable;

6. | Rule 6 of ED Rules can be invoked in such case
and under t he sald rule, the services of an employee,
who had not already rendered ‘more than 3 years of conti-
nuous service from the date of his appointment_is liable
fpr'termination by the Appoihting Authority at any time
without notice. This rulecannot be resorted’to:or
invoked Por dealing with specific action ofvmisconduct.

Here, there is no allegation of misconduct on the part

~, of the applicant @nd therefore we have to conclude that

fhe department has decided to terminate the services of
-%Ee applicant under rule 6 stated above, Consequently,

the a pplication lacks merlt and wve hold that none of the

“/tontentlons advanced by the applicant is tenable., -

7. In the rasblt, the application fails and the

same is hereby dismissed u1thout no order as to costs.

Py

=The interim order of stay is also vacated,
‘ F |
S~ G-

(A N,VUIJANARADHYA) - (V.RAMAKRISHNAN)
MEMBER (3) . ~ : mEMBER (A)
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9 CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
- BANGALORE BENGH

t

Second Floor,
Commercial Complex,
Indirenagar,

BANGALORE - 56C 033.

-8PPIn.20.110 of 1995 in Dated =  17 MAR 1995
APPLICATION NO. 1226 of 1994. -

Miscellaneous

. APPLICANTS: Sri.Honne Gowda,
V/s. | '

'REsIENDENTS: The Sub-Divisional Inspector{Postal),
. Malavalli and two others.

To

- le Sri.M.S.Purushothama Rao,Advocafe.
No.497, Upstairs, Avenue Road,
Bangalore-560 002. ,

2. Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao,Addl.Central A
 Govt.Standing Counsel,High Court Bldg,
- Bangalore-560 001. ‘ '

Subject:~-'Ferwarding copies of the Orders passed by the
Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangalore-38.
o ———XXXm——

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of. the Order/

Stay Crder/Intcrim Order, passed by this Tribunal in the.abOVé:
' 09-03-1995, S

mentioned application(s) on

. gerel OGJL_ .‘
s hs

- \1 103 38‘ ’ '
: . DEPUTY REGISTRAR -
./ | #.Y[ JUDICIAL BRANGHES.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

BANGALORE BENCH; ;BANGALORE
MA 116/95

VR(MA) /ANV(MJ)
i

09.3.1995

ORDERS ON M.A.116/95

on 6.3.95 Qe had directed the departmént to withdraw
the mémo dated 2/4.3.95 and to reinstate Shri Honne
Gowda with‘ immediate effect.  The department had
complied Qith the direction and Shri ‘M.V.Rao, the
learned sténding counsel tells us that the applicant
had been reiﬁstated- He also producesvthe relevant
record to show that the department had passed oéders in
the file on 28th February, 95 terminating the services
of Shri Hdnnengda- The "post office is situated at
some distaﬁce fromv Mandya and while  the actual
termiation took pléce on 4.3.95 the office was not
aware that there 1is an MA is pending before this
Tribunal for stay of our order dated 30.1.95. InAview
df the Edsitibn'as_broughf out b& the learned standing

counsel, no further action is required in the matter of

}<¢V’;§§§ﬁ3hation of the sefvices of the applicant on 4.3.95
C .

#
£ <

\p\\‘é

\é
hen\ﬁg MA. had come up before us on 2.3.95.
N o

Conta...Z.
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2. In th1s M. A the app11cant praysfor stay of our
l

order so that he can approach the ' Supreme. Court .ﬁgo%x/ ﬂﬂ/

that he can comtlnue in the same post-e' Shri
o ) ' . : . noo W

Purushothama~Rao télls us that the applicant ish taking

s |

steps for filing an‘appeal before”the Supreme Court and
that he is already in touch. w1th an advocate 1n 0elh1
to move the Supremq:Court.' He also draws our attentlont(

the fact that the fribunal had granted stay in JAugust,

{

94 and it had cont1nued till the disposal of the matter
Jflnally on 30.1. 95-} in v1ew of thls p031t1on, he tells

' . that we may grant about 20 days t1me for the appllcant

h to move the Supreme Court aga1nst our orders.,'? Shr1
M,V-Rao'_for the department subm1ts that no atatutory
provisions are avallable empowrlng the Trlbunal to

‘grant stay ln 'oase where a matter_has already been
dlsposed.' He also: subm1ts thatthe appllcant had 'not
moved this Tr1buna1 seeklng stay ‘of the order when the

order 'was pronounced and the appllcant had taken very

long t1me before approachlng th1s Tribunal for stay;

3; VWe hold that this M.A. m'is malntainaple and

keeping in view”gdf thélfacts-of the case amd as the

prayer is for onlykfor a ahort‘ date, . we dlreot that

»Shri Honnegowda sﬁaerv1ces w111 not be term1nated t111
.

24th March, 1995- If the appllcant iav notv,able to -

produce any direction from the,Supreme Court staylng

-

. ’ ' Contd. .




our  judgement dated 30.1.95 by that date,

this

direction will automatically stand vacated on 24.3.95.

Accordindly M.A.116/95 is allowed.

Sk~ s4r

——- '77[7FW’

(A.N.VUJIJANARADHYA) - (V.RAMAKRISHNAN)

MEMBER (J) MEMBER (A)

"
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Sectioh/ Officed
Central Administrative Tribunal
Bangalore Bench
Bangalore
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CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH

Second Floor,
Commercial Complex,

Niscellahéous Rppln.No.205/1995 in Indirenagar,
““““““ mmmeelI It Sl oS temmsem= BANGALORE ~ 560 O38.

v Dated: 9MAY1995

APPLICATION NO. 1226 of 1994,

APPLICANTS: 3Ti.Honne Goude,
L ."

v/S.

RESPONDENTS : The Sub-Divisional Inspector(postal),‘
B Maleyalli-571430, and tuo others.

A ~ &ri,P.Changalarays Reddy,Rdvocate,
* No.113-F, Fifth Floor,Central Chambers.
Gandhinagar,Bangalore-560 00os.

2. - Sri.M,Vesudeve Rao,kdditiorel Centrel
Govt.Standing Counsel,Hich Court Bldg,
Bangalore-560 001,

Subject:~ Ferwarding copies of the Orders passed by the
" Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangalore-38.
' ——X X X

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of.the Ordér/
Stay Order/Intcrim Order, passed by this Tribunal ‘in the above
nentioned application(s) on_ 26th April,1995.

Tesueol 0
glslas, “
jﬁ;: : DEPoTl/ REGISTRAR
- : ‘ JUDIC IXL BRANCHES.
- : ezng ' ' ,
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®  In the Central AdministraﬁVe'Tribunal

Bangalore Bench
Bangalore
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