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New Delhi: this the Jlo 'May,1996.

HON'BIE MR.S,a.ADiaE, MEMBSRA)
HON'BIS DR.A.VBDAVALU, fJl6MBER(j).
Mabesh Chander, , ,
R/rt 'Shri Brij Wonan^ai, .. .Applie »it.1^0 c!527 Section 20, Noida,

By Advocate Mrs. Rani Chhabra.
wjE^as—

1. Union of India,through its Secretary, . .
Ministry of Telecommunications,
Sane bar B haw an.
New Delhi

2. The 3EK)(Phones ) Respondents;^
3, NEDZ, Noida " ̂

By Advoe ate Shri M J'A .Sud an ̂

ny u»r^thie Mr.S.R.Adige, ̂ ep|heT:(A)t
'i/fe have heard Mrs. Rani Chhabbra for the

applicant and Shri Sudan for the respondents.

2, The applicant's services have been
disengaged by an order simplicitor dated 24.9.94
(Annexure-Il) under Rule 5(i)XS(Temporary
Services}Rules, 1965 which c asts no stigma upon

him, end which was issued in accordance with the
terms and conditions of his service.In State of
U.P. Vs. K.K.Shukla JT 1991 (l) 2C IDS, the
Hon'ble Supreme Court have held;

"Under the service jurisprudent a
temporary employee has no r ight to
hold the post and his services are
liable to be terminated in accordance
with the relevant service Tules
and tW terms of «ontr«t of service.
If on the perusal of the character ro
entries or on the basis of
In^i" on ?he allegations made against
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an employ®®, it^at'^thremptoyee is «>*
n satisfied ̂ ^at th®

Sen'^"u?h 'an order of terminstion.
Tnvt - servant, cA temporary Go service by way of

be dismissed competentpurdshraent. that the work^thority is setisfi^^^ 3„t
and conduct of ^his his
is not satisf^'tor^^^
"ifliriSer^st on Ificiency.
SSsultability, misco"^ services

of the service or punitive
±4. mav decide to x-ais. r ^ eervdnta
i^ ̂  o+ the temporary action

" " a'forml?i^"i-Y,%rtlS"'
ohaJSgIs s"d fvwg oPPortum y

rlrdeTS'f t "sS^/ter'vlcr aS rrievsnt
With the temporary employment

ll is now weil-sett led th^^t^e ««
of the order IS ™ to determine
ff.^lrSe^natu?e'Sft»>« order."

1.^ +h;it where a

It is epponeou^o j^^to

rs^ W ̂S-lrlp^d «^o*r=Sl°;®Ln*ion.
Sror^eP irfeceL-Siiy Punitive in
nature If

^  aoplicant a^"'3
To the present c ase, t be aPP".

3. L-ineman were found to
^ «h-iri Lai Sharma, Idneman w.with one Sunhar teiephonte
4. T«i sed i/ provided touhave unauthor ^ resulting in a 1°==

connections to an lO i ' approximate
of revenue to the respondents of aPP

^  case under sec.drj. imTQ A criminalrupees two lac . ^ before
I  -nstituted in this connection, andwas also i iBpugne^
v.r.nrp«t was disengaged by tne i p«vthe appuc ant was

r^^psrf 24 9.^4. aWemo was also ser/«order dated 24.y.-*^f

J.



\

- 3 -

him on 25.8,94 to which, the respondents states, he
gave no reply.' It is sienifest that the aPPUcant
was fourrJ unsuitiole to continue in service and he
was therefor disengaged in scoidance with the
terms and conditions of his service. The
contention that he h^d put in continuous service
since 1964 and therefore could not be disengaged
by an order simplicitor under Rule 5(1) COS
( Temporary Service) Rules, or that Sunharl Lai
Shaima wa» suspended while the aPPUc ant's service
«ere terminated, does not help the applicant.
Shrl Sudan has stated at the bar during hearing
that Sunharl Lai Sharma had been regularised whereas
the applicant was not regularised, vid he could
be disengaged by the impunged order simpUeitor
issued under Rule 5(l) CGS<Temporary Service )
Rules, 1965.

4, The rulirvg in K.K.ShukIa»s case (supra)
squarely covers the present case, and no
interference is warranted The OA fAls and is
dismissed »- No costs $

|\. /(v/n/t
.VEDAVALLI
member(J)
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