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in THE CENTSAL AOfUNISTSATIVE TSIBUMAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH t NEU DELHI

0A-2S5S/96

This tha 2gth day of 0aceif)beip»199g*

HON'BLE ShRl.S.P* 8ISUAS, nEfl8ES(A),

Asha Yadau
d/o Shi^i 3asuant Singh
R/o Q No, C»3> P.S, ?lah?auUe
Nou Oelhi.31«

(By Advooata Shti Shanker Raju)
Applicant

Uaif&ys

1« Union of India^ through
The Sacrataryy
Winistry of Hona Affairs®
North Block®
Neu Oalhi,

2* Conataissionar of lilies®
P,H.Q, n.S.a.Building®
Nay Delhi.

3. Oy, Comissioner^of Rilica®
Traffic® P.H.Q.,
n.S.O. Building®
f^y Delhi,

(None for the raapondants)
Respondani®,

DiQER ( Qd al )

■By Hen «bla Skrl, S. P, gjyj as^Weraber (A \

The applicant is seeking interiii relief iinttsc!®

of ** stay the operation of teraination order at

Ann,A«1 and direct tha respondents not to relieve

the applicant froEa the department subject to decision

in the 0,A,* The said Aol order has not yet been

served upon the applicant. In other words® the cause

of action haa not arisen so fa^ The counsel for the

applicant® however® submitted that the orders Wre in

^ tha pipeline and is likely to be served any fcijug upon



Q

ths applicant* He al®o argued that the applicant is

seaking the aferasaid interim relief on the basie of

a decision of thi® Tribunal in 0^2308/96 decided

on S*12*9S. Sine® the two eaaes 'are identical

in terms of facts, issues of law and relief prayed

for, the counsel argued that the applicant herein

namely ns.Asha Tadav deservosto be fauoured with the

same relief as granted the aforesaid OA 1*8*2308/96*

2* iiJe called for the above OA and perused the

records therein visosvis the details as in tha

present OA, The applicant in 0A-2S08/9S was termini-

ted.from services by an order dated 28*11*96 and

from 29,11*96 she was not aliowtKl to continue her

training. In other words, the order of termination

was made operative in the case of the applicant in

0A.2S98/96, It was not in dispute that the applicant

herein still is continuing to raeelve the training and

that the order of termination dated 24*12,96 has not

yet baen served. The facts mf the present case

therefore, differ. I find that the applicant wants

to achieve equity on the basis of a comparative status

of facts whereas the facts given in the instant case

differ in respect of a very vital event,

3, That apart, the Tribunal cannot act in a

vacbum, praampt an inconvenient situation for a

Gevt, employee and provide interim relief accordingly

without thereliibei^ ,ajjustifiable causa of action

established en facts and records. The application

is pre«>mature and is dismissed accordingly,

4, The counsel for the applicant then submitted

that the applicant should be given the liberty

to approach the Tribunal as and when the order of

% termination is served upon the applicant. The
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applicant will b® at liberty t© agitate the issue

raised heraiOf if he'^ae adwisad, at the apprspriate

for Ufa and ti^e.

The application is disposed of accordingly

at the adaission st^e.

n£nB£R (A)


