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central ACI*1INIstrati \/E TRiaUNALi PRINCIPAL

0^ft.No.2A.4J^J|8
^  day Of 1^,1999.

Neu Delhi: this the

WN'aLE nR.5.R.A0IGE, UICE CHaI W AN ( R)
HON 'BLE rn RS. LaKSH[*1I SWaI^IN ATHAN l*lfl*lBER(3)

/^plicant.

Shri Yash Pal Shatma,
s/o Shri Hoshiar Singh,
f^o 1/4585, Ram Nagar,
Shahdara,
Dal hi -32

(By Advxjcate* Shri 3»Cof1adan )
\/e rsus

Go v/t. of N CT . of Delhi
through Chief Secretary,
5, Shy am Nath flarg,
Del hi 0

2, D.G.'Hame Guards,
CTI ODmpleX,
Raja Garden,

N eu Del hi-27

(By Aduocate: Shri Rajin de r pan di ta)

ORDER

HHN'BLr riR.S. R.-ADIGC, Wl CF CHaI fT1 aN ( a) o

.^plicant uho uas appointed as a l-bme Guard

on 3.10,89 seeks rein stat^ent, grant of temporary

status and regularisation•

,,.. Respon den tso

2. Heard both sidescp

3;' Raspondaits' counsel has invited our attention

to the order of this very Bench dated 5,4,99 in Oa

No,773/98 uherein it had been noted that the question

uhether Home Guards could approach the Tribunal against

their disengagem^t , uas examined by the Tribunal

in 0 a No, 2 32 2/^ Day a Nidhi Ms, Govt, of N CT of Delhi

and the Bench in its order dated 18,12,98relying cpon

various earlier judgments had concluded that l-bme Guards

could not claim re-engagement or regul arisa tion after

their initial 3 year period of en ga gem ait uas over and

dismissed those 0 as in li/n'in^6 uithout considering it

n-



7^
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b- 2 -

4- I'eoiia nntiro to respon tso' .Againstnecessary to issue nori ce. iaj

j  i. j in 19 9R CMP No, 4445/99 uas
that order dated u\y 'v"".

dismissed by the Delhi High (Durt on 6;1.?.9, .

4. AS applicant's initial 3 year period is
adnittedly ov/er, ue find ourselves unable to
grant the relief prayed for in this 0 A.^

5 . During hearing applicant's counsel Shri Madan

referred to orders dated 19.11. 98 passed by the

Delhi HiBgh Qaurt in CliP No.5971/98 against an

interlocutory order dated 18.9.98 passed by the

Tribunal in another case in\/Dlving Home Guards.' In

its order dated 19.11.98, the Delhi High CDurt had

tak^ note of re^onddits' counsel Shri Pandita's

(uho is also the respondents' counsel in the present

0 a) submission that respondtfits had a policy in the

matter, and directing respondents to place that

policy before the Tribunal on the next date of hearing,

Shri Madan asserted that this OA should be kept

pending till that policy decision uas pi aced b efo re

the Ben ch.'

6. Shri Pandita however stated that the aforesaid

policy referred to uas none other than what uas contained

in the reply to the 0 A» namely that H om e Guards

Organisation uas a purely voluntary Organisation

and no fresh policy decision had bedi framed by

■  respondents in this regard.

7. During hearing Shri Madan also invited attention

to the advertiser! ent dated 25.11.198 (.Annexure-A3) issued

by respondents and contended that Hnm e Guards on the

one hand uere being discharged, those uho had already

been discharged uere being offered reeirolment and in the
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process he alleged that illegal and corrupt practices
uere being resorted to in certain cases,- No such

auetrfitfits hawe houev^ar been made in the OA.

0^ lj.thout prejudice to applicant approaching the

respondtfits in the ev/ent any f resh poli cy decision is

taken by thgn and/or filing a rap resai tation to the

concerned authorities in regard to any specific

appointment of Home Guards which is made illegally or

in cjontrav/gntion of rules and instructions, ue dismiss

this Da in vd-eu of what has has been stated in

para above. No costs,^

(MRS. LaKSHMI SU^MINaTHaN ) ( S,-R. AOI G e/)
member(o) wi ce ch ai fm an (a) ,

/ug/


