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Kirpal Singh
Da i i y Wager {TS)
C/o Accounts Branch
NCEHT ..'Sfpipll ii<ESi5mtt
New DeIh i .

(By Advocate: Shri S.M. Anand)
Versus

Union of India through Secretary
Min iSt ry of Human Resources Deve1opment,
Shastri Bhawan,

New DeIh i .

Na^tionaT Council of Educational Research
and Training,
Aurb indo Ivlarg , -fji^SfPSlfJlEBnni^
New DeIh i-11Q 01o•

(By Advocate: None)
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Applicant impugns an order dated ^.z.^000

whereby the respondent No.2 had sought to dispense with
the services of the app1 leant.

2 The facts as alleged in brief are that the

applicant was working on daily wages basis since 1984,

hie had been conferred with temporary status on the lines

of the grant of temporary status in accordance with the

scheme known as Casual Labourers (.Grant of feinporary

Status and ReguIarisation) Scheme of Government of India,

-1993. A show cause notice was served upon him asking him

to explain his conduct in relation to an alleged incident



2 ,

of evo teasing on IS.11.1999 vide order dated
7/19.1.2000, Anne.u,-e-B. The app Iican t eubmi tted h,s

,ep,y to the aaid ehow cause iiot.ce Vide Annexure-C and
aner ccnsidarin. the sa.e, the ii^pugnsd order waa pas.ed

,ne serv.ce. of the applicant had been dispenseda

w i th .

3 Though the respondents counsel did not turn up

to argue the case.. 1have heard the learned counsel for
the appl.cant and proceeded to d:spose of the case
accordance with the CAT (Procedure! Rules in the absence
of the respondents counsel.

The learned counsel for the applicant
3ub..itted that Since the show cause notice discloses that
tne applicant had been punished for the some .nisconduct
.f eve teas in. so a regular enquiry should have been held
and only then the applicant should have been punished,
,HS the principles of natural justice have been violated,,
so the impugned orders are liable to be quashed.

5_ The applicant has also referred to provisions

of the scheme of 1.9.1993 issued by the DOP&T with regard
to the service conditions of casual labourer who have
been conferred with temporary status and submitted that
even the scheme postulates an enquiry to be conducted by
the department.
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6. 1 have considered this aspect of the learned

counsel for the applicant.

7.. However, from the reply given to the show

cause notice I find that there is a clear cut admission

in the reply of the applicant wherein he had submitted

that because of frustration as he is not being

regularised some time he does cross the limit. Even in

his appeal he had submitted that he may be pardoned for

the lapses on his part.

8. The a I legations as per the show cause notice

ai^e that on 19.12.1999 he was found moving in a state of

intoxication and at about 9.00 P.M.. misbehaved with 4-5

ladies. Thus the allegations against him appear to be

serious which are admitted by the appi icant. So I do not

find that any enquiry should have been held when there is

admission on the part of the applicant himself.

9- Thus the services of the applicant had been

rightly dispensed with. No interference is called.

Accordingly, the OA is dismissed. Mo costs.
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