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Cﬂp}'nﬂeﬂer'ﬁﬁ. 5747-GII-58/37663, dated the 19.12.1959, : i o _' ; .' y 73 ™)
™" fo all Heads of Departments efc. ¢fc. 121959, from ﬁﬁ.ﬁi&fmr Government, Punjab

ey

Stbject ;—Re-appointment of Temporary Government Servants where their aerﬁm are terminated under
: - terms of thel; employment. . : : : :

.. While considering certain memorials to the Governor, Government have come acrosscase im =
which the services ofa temporary Government servant were terminated upon reduction in staff.
Thereafter on a representation made by their official the department concerned passed orders reinst-:
ating him with retrospective effect to his original post after a period of more than three years.

At that time the official was not given any benefit of the period during which the remained out of
service. He represented that the intervening period-between the date of termination of his services:
and the date of reinstatement-should be treated as a period spent on duty and that he should
~ consequently be- given full benefit of pay and seniority. The representation of the official had to be
- -accepted after taking into congideration ,varions aspects of the case, particularly the legdl one and
Government have consequently had to pay a heavy sumin respect of arrearsclaimed. ;
2. Tt will be seen that the services of a temporary Government servant were terminated and
that he was taken back after three years. He had, however, to be paid for all these three years for
which he did not do any work. There would normally have bezn no complusion to make this pay-
ment as his post was temporay and according to his terms of appointment his services could have
been terminated without notice.” The complusion in this case arose from the fact that the official
was reinstated instead of being appointment afresh. When he was again absorbed after a period
of three years his letter of appointment should not have stated that he had been ‘reinstated’. The
word ‘reinstatement’ which was quite unnecessary gave a different complex on to the whole case
resulting in substantial loss to the Government. The conclusion obviously is that the order of reinst-
atement was carelessly passed and carelessly drafted and that the department did not choose to
examine the finadcial implications of its order. : "
3. This caseis bsing brought to your notice as an instance of careless haadling: I am to
request you-to see that such instances do not recur and that ordersare passed after careful serutiny.
T amdirected to request you to bring these instruction to the notice of your subordinates: also;
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