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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH,
JATIPUR
Date of order: 21.12.2001

OA No.594/2001

Mahendra Kumar Tanwar s/¢ Shri Inder Sen Tanwaf r/o 106-A

Goverdhan Colony, New SanganeraRoad, Sodala, Jéipur
, ,..Aéplicant
Versué'
1. - Unien cof India through :the Secretary teo the

‘Government of 1Indis, Department of ~Postse,

Ministry of Communications, New-Delhi.

2. ' Chief Post Master General, Rajasthan  Circle, -
Jaipﬁr
C30 Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Jaipur

City Pestal Diviesiéon, Jaipur.

4. Assistant Superintendent of ‘Post Offices, East

Sub .Divisicn, Jaipur. Co -

.o Respondénts

Mr.C.R.Sharma, counsel for fhéigpblicant

“ a6

CORAM:

Honfble Mr. S.K.ARgarwal, Judicial Member

,

ORDER

Per Hon'ble Mr.. S.K. Agarwal, Judicial Member

The relief sought by the applicant in this OA
is to declare the order st Ann.Al issued by respondent

No.4 as arbitrary, illegal and be quashed.

2. - The case of the applicant, in nutshell, is that

A

he was provisionslly appointed as Extra Departmental Stam



'(;(

Ram Babu '’ Khandelwal,’ who;:was put  off duty due ~ to

.-
.

departmental/judlcnal prcceed:ngs pendlng agalnst him. The

-appllcant was app01nted vide - order dated 21.5. 99 and he,

took over "the charge of the post. It is stated that

‘respondent,No.4‘threatened the appllcant to’ dle enqage in

the year 2000 for which the applzcaht approached th:s
Tribunal in OA‘No;"3/2000'and this Tribunal decided the

aforesaid-dA vide its crder dated 23.3;2001. It is stated

" that appllcant hae completed two years and nght months of

service with entJre satlsfactlon of respondent No.4, but

reSpondent No;4‘is adamant to dls—enqage the appl1cant who

ie not competent tec take dec1s:on regardrng abolltlcn or
creatlon of the post; Therefore, actlon of the re=pondents'

to dis—ehgaoe thej'abplicahtv is .totally ‘artibtrary,»

unressonable and liable to be guashed.

3. - On perusal of the averments _and documents

=ubm1tted by the app11cant it becomes clear that _applicant

was prov1szcna11y _ app01nted aﬁd fin . the . order " of

appointment it -has been . made clear that services of the

" applicant” would be terminable without any notice. On

perussl of the order at - Ann.Al, it appears'_thatA the

-department has abolished the '5ystem- to_fcontinue- the

provisgional ~appointees. Fherefbre, in view of this the

services of the applicant is' to be terminated. This order

has been issued by the Aseistant Suberinteﬁdent of Post

Offices'to Dakpal[ Shaetri Nagar, Janpur, but‘in pureuance

* .of this no order of . termlnatlon of the appl:cant has been‘

passed so far.

Vendor at Shastri Nagar.ﬂeathost_bﬁfiqe'in place of Shri-:
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4. - In Superintendent of Post Offices and ers. V. -

would be terminable ‘at any time without -assigning any

‘does not stand on merits. Therefore, this OB is dismissed

E..Kunhiraman Nair ‘Muliyar, (1998) 9 SEC. 255, -Hon'ble the

Supreme‘Court:has observed that temporary and provisional

apppintﬁent of EDBPM with the sfipﬁlatich that™'the same

-

reason Qnd_that-his services would be céVered}b? the Posts

and Telegraphéi ED ~ Agent (Conduct and Service) Rules,
.terminatjon.bf'éuéhzappojntmént'on adminiStrative.grounds

_is the termination SimplicitOr ahdjﬁof‘stigmatic.‘

5. : In this case no .order of ferminatibn_hés.been
passed and this OA appears to. be premature. Therefore, in

view of the law 1laid dqwn by the Supreme <Court as

. -

,aforesaid,.tﬁg“app;icant“s case is prgﬁatufe as well és“

|

(S.K.AGARWAL) -

- ‘

in limine.

o o S - Judl .Member °
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