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IM THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH : NEW DELHI

D& No.284/2001 Date of decision:11.0%.2002
Shri Mangat Singh .. fAfpplicant

(By Advocate: Shri B.3. Maines)
VA BULS
Union of India & Ors. .- - Respondents
(By Advocate: Shri B.3. Jain)
CORAM:

The Hon'ble Shri M.P. Singh, Member (A)

1. Te be referired toe the reporter or not? Y

. Whether it needs to be sirculated to other
Benches of the Tiribunal?
W

(M.P. Singh)
rMamber (A)
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while interim order in case of Sheraj Singh was passed
only on 92.8.1998. Respondents thus had failed to
produce any interim order in respect of the aforesaid
three persons. The counsel would further submit all
these three persons, admittedly junior to the applicant,

have been re-engaged.

8. On  the other hand, the learned sounsel for the
respondents reiterated that the aforesaid three persons
aire  working on date as per the interim orders of this
Tribunal in 0A No.378/2001 and 0A No.1143/98. The
learned counsel was asked to produ&e the copies of the
interim orders in the aforesaid 0As, which he producad

o 4.01.2002 in the form of additional counter reply.

7. It is evident from the additional counter reply that
show cause npotices were issued to Jamil and Chhidda
Singh on 27.3.26 and their services were terminated on

4.5.26. They filed 0A No.1310/92%6 and DA No.1355/96 and

N

obtained an ad-interim order on 25.6.%6 and 28.6.9%
respectively to maintain status-quo. The said two 0OAs,
alongwith ancther OA No. 1288/19%6, were disposed of by
& COMmMmon ordef dated 15.2.2000, the operative portion of

which reads as under:

"8. In the result, the OAs are allowed. The
impugned orders of termination of services are
Gguushed. The . respondents are, however, granted
liberty to issue fresh show cause notice along wih
datails of  the, seniors who are waiting for
engagemant, to enable the applicants to answer the
allegations against them and thersafter to procead
in accordance with law"

Pursuant to this, Shri Jamil and Chhidda Singh were
issusd show cause notices on  26.5.2000 and theilr

services  were terminated on 10.8.2000. But they again
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approached the fribunal through 04 N?.378/2001 (Khacheru
Singh & Drs.) and got an ad-interim order on 23.2.2001
to maintain status quo. In view of this, their services
could not  be terminated as_they filed OAs before this

Tribunal and obtained ad-interim orders.

10. In the case of Shaoraj Singh, he filed DA No.1351/%24
and  the same was allowed by order dated 21.4.%95.
Thereafter, he was issued show cause notice on 27.7.78

and  his services were terminated on 7.9.98. But he has

Filed DA N0.1143/98 before the Allahabad Bench of the

Tribunal and obtained status-quo order on 7.11.%8. The

said 0A Is pending adjudiéation before that Bench.

11.  From the additional counter reply filed by the
respondents, it {s evident the services that S/5hri
Jamil, Chhidda Singh and Sheora) Singh were not
terminted as per the stay orders obtained by them, as
rightly contended by the leansd counsel for respondents,
whereas there was no such stay order in the case of the
applicant herein, as is clear from the orders passed by
this Tribunal. 1In other words, in 0A No.2712/92 filed
by the applicant which was decided on 15.10.93, the
direction was to the effect that "Once it iIs held that,
in the eyes of law, the petitioner continues to be on

the LCLR, it is obligatory on the respondents to offer

“him a suitable post as and when vacancy arises, strictly

in accordance with the serial maintained in the
register”. Agalin in the next 0A8 No.l1361/96 filed by the
applicant which was decided on 22.10.97, the direction
was to the effect that respondent shall consider

re-engaging the petitioner against available wvacancy

VQ///




before considering the claim of any of his junio
@xcept by those engaged by court orders, as has already

baen mentioned in“baras 2 and 3 above.

12, In view of the established position that Jamil,
Chhidda Singh and Sheora) Singh have not been terminted’
because of the stay orders obtained by them and no stay
order has been granted to ‘ the applicant by this
Trribunal, I am unable to grant thea relief prayed for by
the abplicant. In the result, the 0A is dismissed,

leaving the parties to bear their oW Costs,

S

(M.F. Singh)
Mambar (A)
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