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IT San t Par shad,TT^-
-.2 ~ . S/o Shri Ram Waresh,!  =B-jo68, 3a%)p;aL^uri,

^^ Nanglbiy^-^Delhl^l .-;.^ -

.A

2. Yam Bahadur,
S/o Shri Bhim Bahadur,
R/o H. No. 19/31 1, Trilok Puri,
Delhi-n0091 . -

3. Rajesh Pandey,
S/o Dina Nath Pandey,
332, Shiv Mandir,
Daya Basti continuous,
W. Block. Delhi.

^r-.-Ram par tap Sin gh^
S/o Satya Dev Singh,
D-149, Okhla Ind. Estate,
New Delhi.

5. S.N. Shukla,
S/o Lakhan Sukla.
F--8 7, P'unjabi Bagh,
Baljeet Nagar, New Delhi.

Kave Deem,

S/o Medar Singh,
H. No. 26, Papankul,
Sector-I, Delhi-45.

Mahprali,
S/o Shri Mohammed All
6-57. New Seemapuri,
Shahdara, Delhi.

8. Sudhir. Kumar,
S/o Shri Ram Swarup Rai,
N. 1 1, B-70, Puran Chandruwal
Water Work, Civil Lines,
Delhi-54.

9. Ram Avtar,

S/o Shri Parmeshwar,
Puran Chantr,
H. No. 15/A, Civil Lines, Delhi.

10. Duli Charid,
;  S/o Shri Mata Din,

R. F-31, Majamka Tila,
Delhi-IA.
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11. Akhileshwar Prashad,
S/o Shri Chandrna Prashad,
Purani Chundrawal,
H. No. .N-7U B/5, Civil Lines.
Delhl-54.

12. Hans_Raj, _ _
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14. Kailash Narain,

S/o Shri Nathi Singh,
H. No. 1508, Gali No. 10,
Tri Nagar, Delhi-3S.

15. Ram Dass ... Applicants

Versus

1. Union of India through
its_.SecretaFV..
WiriTstry. of Home Affairs,

•- Dept. of Inter-rral Security,

North Block, New Delhi.

2. Director General,
Home Guards & Civil Defence, Delhi
Nishkam Sewa Bhawan,^

Raja Garden, New Delhi. . _

3. Commandant General,

Delhi Home Guard,
Nishkam Sewa Bhawan,

Raja Garden, New Delhi,

4. Chief Secretary,

National Capital Territory of Delhi
5, Shyam Nath Marg,

■  Delhi.

5.- Lt. Governor, Delhi

Raj Niwas Marg,
New Delhi.

6. Commissioner of Police,
M.S.O. Building,
Police Headquarters,
I.T.O., New Delhi. ... Respondents

k  (2) O.A. No. 2773 of 1997

Jai Bhagwan & 10 Others ... Applicants

Versus '

Union of India & others .. Respondents
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H  (3) O.A. No. 2772 of 1997
Pawan Kumar & -3 Others -- ... ADPlicants

Versus

l^ion-of-^ndia AaJOtbecs--^. 4^espon^nts

^9AA -of 1997 :

♦  - Bhim PasWaYr^ 8 g1thet?s' ... .Applicants
s

A

(]h

Union of India & Others i.. Respondents

(5) O.A. No. 2568 of 199?

Nirpat Lai & 7 others ... Applicants

Versus

'  Union of India & Others ... Respondents

_  (6) O.A. No. 2245 of 1997

. ...— Shiv Nandan & 8 Others . .'. Applicants

Versus

Union of India & Others ... Respondents

' (7) O.A. No. \Aii2 of 1998

Bhashita Singh & 89 others ... Aoplicants

Versus

V

O.G., Home Guards, Delhi & Others ... Respondents

{8) O.A. No. 1337 of 1998

JaWaharlal & Ors. ... Applicants ,

Versus

D.G. Home Guards, Delhi & Ors. ... Respondents

(9) O.A. No. 1328 of I99fi

Kamla & 130 others ... Applicants

Versus

D.G., Home Guards, Delhi & Others ... Respondents

(10) O.A. No. 1229 of 1QQ«
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^  Parmod Kumar & 7 Others - .. Applicants!

Versus

D.G., Home Guards, Delhi & Others ... Respondents

By Advocates StJ?eih for --
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AS all these cases in uol ve common questions

of lau aid fact, thgy are being disposed of by this

common order."

\y 2. Applicants, who belonged to Ham e Guards

Organisation impugn th^ o rders terminating their services

'  and se^ regulartsatioh, . They al so seek sal ary as

per scale of pay ^plicable to Govt, OTployees together

with arrears.

3» !Je have heard applicants' counsel Shri Ri shi

Kesh and respond^ts' counsel Shri Rajinder Pendita.

»

Shri Pandita has invdted our attention to the

order of this very bench dated 5, 4. 99 in 0 A No.77ySB

Shri Samay Singh & 0 rs#' Ms, ijo vt. of NCI of Delhi & ors.,
tvherein it has been noted th^at the question whether the

Organisationpersons belong to Harae Guardsman approach the Tribunal

against their disengagement , was examined by the

Tribunal In 0aNo,2323/SB Daya Nidhi Ms, Qa vt, of NCTof

Delhi, and the Bench in its order dated 18«12»9B relying

upon various earlier judgments had concluded that Home Guards

cDul d no t daim reengaganant or regularisation after

their initial three year period of engagan^t was over, and
dienissed those OAs in limine, without even considering it

necessary to issue notices to respondaits. Against that

order dated 18,12.98, a*ip 44-45/99 was dismissed by the Delhi
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High Cburt on 6.1.99o
i

5. As tha Initial 3 year period of applicants* f

e^ga^a^a^t is adnittedly over, ue fin d oursel was '

unable to grant the reliefe p rayed forJji these

OAS* : ^ _

6. Ojring hearing epplicants' oounsal

Shri RLshi Kesh had urged that these OAs should

be k^t pending till the referen ce made to the

Full Bench in Q a No* 1753/97 I.S.Tbroar & 0 rs» ys*

UDI & connected cases uas decided*

7, There are a catena of judgments uhi ch gi vp

detail -rea^ns as to'uhy no relief for regularisation

can be given to Horns Guards after expiry of ioitipl

3 year period of their ^gagement* One such

judgment is dated __18,2;99 in Oa No. 1929/90

Mohinder KunarDain Vs. Chief Secretary, Go vt. of NCI

of Delhi, Even the Apex Court in Raftieshuer Oass

Sham a & 0 rs. \lst State of Punjab & Q rs (sLp (c)

No.12465/90) held that a person in the Home Guards

Organisation being enployed on the basis of tanporary

need from time to time cannot ask for r^ ul a ri sation,

and therefore such persons are not entitled to any

relief from the courts. In the light of Delhi High

Daurt's order dated 6,1,99 in C MP No. 44-45/99(sup ̂ a)

and the ^ ex Qjurt's decision in Rameshuar Oass ^apna's

case (sipra), ue are of the opinion that there is no

need to keep these cases p^ding to auait the decision

in the Full Bench reference in 1,5, "tomar's case(8Upra)o

I

't.
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8« Lsatned appllctfits' cot^s^ ^ri Rl

Kesh has also invited our attention to the O^hi

High ODurt order dated 19,11. SB in C # No,5971/98

arising out of the interlocutory order passed by

the Tribunal in 0A No,122^98 PasDod Kicaar

director General, Hine Guards, end eonnacted

In its order dated 19^'11«9B, the Balhi k&glh Qsuri ~

had recorded the subniasione Dade by re^ondenta"

oounsal Shri Hajinder P-andlta uho is also respondents*

oounsel in the p resefit cases, that the re^onddnte

had a policy in the matter and had directed

respondents to place the police in Oa No,1229/98

'S;^ snd connected cases on the next date of hearing and
rfl«f>ORoH nf J^'iP acCOsditiyLye

9, Shri Rishi Kesh has urged that respondents
should be directed to produce a copy of that policy,
and than OAs should ba kept pending for consideration

in the light of that policy, "

10, On the other hand Shri Ra jin der Pan dita has

stated that the existing policy in regard to hbra e

Guards is what is contained in their reply to the

OAs, namely that the l^ra e Guards Organisation is a

purely voluntary Organisation and Hiroe Guards are

called tp for duties as ^d when required, and in
fact as per Go vft^ policy Home Guards are not to be

retained for long periods. He has urged that Oaya
Nldhi's case (si^ ra) as well as num erious other cases
filed by Hone Guards hav« all been di^osed of on the

basis of that policy®

11, In vleu of the facts , circumstances and
judicial pronouncements noticed abo v/e, and without

prejudice to the liberty availeole to applicants tc
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r^r^smt to ro^ond^ts In there la eny change in
pDlley. „e rind ourael vea unable to grant the relief
prayed to r by applicants.^

12. These 10 0 as are dismissed. No costs.

IV Let a copy py this order be pieced on each
Of the sforeBentioned case records.
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