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Wew Delhi this the 27th day of AU
Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi gwaminathan, Member(J).

Hon'ble Shri R.K. Ahooja, Member(A).

Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench
s RA 114/97
in
0.4, 2549/96
nd

0.P. Gaur & Ors. .. .Review Applicants.
By Advocates g/Shri S.K. Gupta and U. Srivastava.

Versus
N.C.T. .Delhi and Ors. ... Respondents.

nv Advocate Shri 8.8, Panwat, proxy for Shri

ORDER (Oral)

Hon’ble Shri R.K. Ahooja, Member (A).
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1

in O.A. 2549/96 which was digposed of by

he Review Application (RA 114/97) has been filed

a common order

L3
Luwﬂﬁﬁﬁda.number of applications relating

to Home Guards under the National Capital Territory of Delbi
AN

gere decided. Tn  respect of C.A. 9549/96, it was noted
that the learmed counsel for the anplicant  Shri U

Srivastava had admitted that

dismissed

wasg

a1l the applicante vere still

with *the following

T T
v

i present O0.4., on tae gtatement of the
1d. counsel for  the applicants himselfl,
applicants are still in service and hence have
no further cause for acbiot. . ..

- . .
2. The learned - counsel for the review appllicants

that tLhe applicant Y¥os. 1

-4 T “4 D s}
15.12.18%1 and

the

ere discharged hy

T a1

ant  No. 3 was
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m r-rt
discnargei hy Aau oral order dated 13.11.1996. therefore
there 1s & patent error and  the tmpugned ordet dated

29,1597 in O.\.2549/95 deserves to he revievwed.

21. 549/
3. on notice, the regpondents have filed their reply

. . 1. - ’ $ @ .o A3 V1o o 3
admitting to the extent vhat the applicants are discharges
jyte

tome Guarda un” are not sarning thelr 1ivelihood DY serving

1n the Home Guaro Qrganisa 1 bion.

4, We have heard the ieal ped counsel for the review
spnlicants. The learned counsel subwits that since this

0.4, was heard with & large number of other 0.AS it is

sossible thab the counsel had heen nlcwnuelstoof by the
pench in respecy of the continuatlon of the review

that the respondents have themselves admztted that all the

petitioners . have been dizcharged from the Home Guards anfi

k)

are notb serving witn that gation any longer.
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5. We have heard the matiber on merits. The case of
the two &ppllcant /petitioners ig  that they have been
discharged ander Rule 8 of the Delbl Home Gnard R le 1959

without Fulfilling one of the conditions, nanely, giving one
month’s notice. This position is not dis sputed by the
respondents. Thus, this case 1g squarely co overed by the

judgerent of this Tribunal in Kr ishan Kumar & Ors. Vs.Govt.
of NCT Delhi & Ors. 0.A. 188/95 dated 1.6.1885. Since
the termination of the applicant Nos. 1 and 2 is nelther ov

account of medical illness nor has been done by giving one

i o . . . . . .
wonth’s notice, it is clearly 11legal and 18 1iable to he

set aside. rccordingly, we recall the order dated 21.3.1997
I R 2 ~ A - . _ o . » .
only in O.A. 2549/88 and allow the application 1in respect

of the applicant Nos. 1 and 2. ne applicant Nos. 1 and 2




-3

will be deead to be continued in service . Annexure RA-

order dated 21.3,1997 is quashed in respect of the applicant

,  with 1iherty given to the respondents to Dpass

L

sresh orders, il so advised, in accordance <ith law.

N

&. In =o far as applicant No. 9 is concerned, Wwe
£ind no merit in the submissions made by the learned counzel
for the applicants.

\
7. The Review Application (RA 114/97) and

(-é\—L—’)
(Smt. Lakshmi Swaminatharn)
Member{(J)}




