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CfNTRAL ACrnlNISTRATIVE tribunal principal BENCH
1) 0 . A No>2A9fi/q7

s™ Delhi, this the ^ Ray of ,prU.1999..
HON »BLE MRo-S. R.AOIGE VICE CHaI Rl*l (a)
HDN«BLEnRs, Lakshpii suapiinathan , metiberCo)

1o Shri Sub hash Chander#
S/o Shri Sita R^,
R^o 1123, f?ani Bagh,
Delhi -0 34o

2» Shri Ani Mumar,
3^0 Sh, s.N,P1i8hra,
Rro 26^10, RIyoQalony,
Rani Biagh,
Dal hi-0 34.

3o« Shri Ram Kishaspij
S/o Sh, R. 0. shukl a,
ff o £>218, Gali No, 6,
lifesb Karav/al Nagar.
Delhi .0 94

Versus

1. Go vt. of NCT of Delhi,
through its Chief Secretary,
5, Shani Nath Marg,
Delhi -054 .

2. The Director General,
( Home Guards),
CTI Cbmplex, Raja Gardai,
N eu Del hi -0 27.

3. The Oammissioner of Police,
Delhi Police Headquarters,
1 oP • Estate,
Neu Delhi 0Q2

1.

2)0.A.No.2 348/9fl

Shri Sompal Singh,
yo Shri Raja Ram,
fVo {>>564^ Dahangi rpuri,
Del hi-33.

8i render Kumar Singh,
Narain singfh,fVo B-16, Keual Park, Azac^ur,

Delhi -33.

Sh ri Vim al Kum a r,
yo Shri Indu Shekharj
^0 E-22 9, D.G.ODlony, Suraj Park
Samaypor Badli. narK,
Delhi-42.

0.... Applicants.

Respondentso

4. Shri flithu Lai,
Vo Sh. Oabu Ren,
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£-1017, Oahangirpurl , Delhi -33,

5. Sho Ram P rakash,
yo Sh, Bhaguan Singh,

^ahangitpuri,
Del hi-33,

6, Shri Satish KLonar,
yo Sh, Tejpal Singh,

f^o 198/17-a, Gali No. 2.
Sh rl Ram N ag a r,
Shahdara,
Dal hi - 32 _ w

• •••••• flpp i. i can t s o

Itersua

1. ttJv/t.NCT of Delhi,
through

Chief Secretary,
5, Shan Nath flarg,

08lhi-054,

2, Ob Go Horn e Gua rda,
CTI Oampl dx.
Raja Garden,
N eu Delhi -027

KespondontSo

By Advoflfatet

Shri O.Cofladsai for applicants^

Shri Rajender Pandita for respond^tsf

0 RD£R

ipN'BLE WR.S.R.flDrCE, \/l C£ CHal fWaN (a)

These two OAs involve common questions of

law and Fact and are being disposed of by this common

o rder.

2. In Oa.No.2496/97 filed on 14,10.97 applicants
who are all Home Guards impugn respondents* order

(«nn8*ure-s1 of that 0 A)dlschai9lng them,
;/ha«lng ba^ engaged as Home Guards on continuous
basis for 18-20 years (AnnexUre-A3 of that Ofl).
Similady in 0 fl:No. 2348/98 filed on 27.11.98, applicants
Impugn notices dated 2.11.M and 15.11.98 (Annexure-gl
CBlly of that Da) threatening to dischaige thaa after

been engag ed as (t.e Gua re
on continuous basis
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for 7-12 years#'

3o ij9 have heard both sides#

4. This very bench in 0 fj.No#773/9B samay Singh

4 Ors, Us# Ooyt# of N CT o f Delhi & 0 rs. decided as

rec^tly as 5#4#99^had dianissed a similar claim

by Home Guards for reengagOTant/regulariaation^

after noticing the Delhi High Oourt o rderi dated

6o1#99 in CMP No#44-45/99 dismissing the challenge

to the Tribunal *8 o rder dated 18,12#% in 0 a No, 2323/ 98

Oaya Nidhi Us, QDvt# ofNCT of Delhi 4 connected cases

that Home Guards could not claim reengagement or

regularisation after their initial 3 year period of

engagement u>as over#

®  result neither Pas uarrent judicial

interference;^ (Xjring hearing ^pli cants'counsel has

procfcced a copy of the [telhi High Court»s o rdor

dated 19i3ii|9a p assed in C, UiP,No, 5 965/98 against &\

interlocutory order dated 18,9,98 passed by the Ttibund^
bihich refers to the sta tarn ant made by respondents'

counsel that they have a policy in the matter# No

such policy decision of respondtfits was dioun to us

during hearing, and the relevance of that policy decision

if any, to the facts and circunstances of the present

case^to advance the case of applicanf^a in the two OAs

before us,was also not established^

So yithout prejudice to applicants' liberty to
represent to respondents for consideration of their case
in accordance with therafOrenentionad policy decision,
if any, these two Das are diamissedl No costs#

oIa# ^ cxjpy of this order be placed on each o f the
.  »

(MRS, Lakswi sl/aminath^) /
'*'£WBER (31 3«R<.AOIGe0 I

,  . chairman (a)
/ug/


