
^'C-

0

0

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
reiNGIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI. ;

Regn.No.MY; OA2220/88 Date of decision27{»05»92j«
( 2) OA 49^89

(1) OAi 2220/88

Shri Mano^ Kuinar & Others v^Applicants

-

• Si Otheris W«Respon dent's
(2) QA 49^89

Shri iSubodh Kumar 8. Others .••••Applicants

••• Vs.' '
Union of India 8. Others {♦•[•Respondents

For the Applicants in (1) and •••Shri jrj>v
C2) above , o Vferghese, Counsel
Fot the Respondents in (1) and .•Mrs» Avnish
(2} above ' Ahlawat, Counsel

CORAM: ' ' '

The Hbn'ble Mr.p.K/ KARTHA, VICE CHABf/AN(j)

The Hon'ble Mr.I.K> RASGDTRA, ADraNISTRATIVE MEA^R

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the Judgment?

2. To be Referred to the Reporters or not? fn

^ JutxMm •
(of the Benchi delivered by Hon»ble Shri P'.Kg Kartha,

Vice ChairmanCJ))

We have heard the learned counsel of both parties.

The applicants in these applications were candidates for

appointment to the post of Constables in the Delhi Police.

Pursuant to their applications, call letters were sent to

them on various dates in September, i987ty Thereafter, they

were ailected and appointed as Constables and continued



to work as such till their services were terminated by

the inpughed order dated 19.04.1988 which was iissued

- ^ ^ V pur^jianp e^. of;^the proviso to sul>-iule {i) of Rule 5

of the CCSCXeiiporary service) Rules, 1966. The reason
cO .eS; -noi'tog ; -f

fox .t®i*'liJP^ting their; services, is that they had produced
"a'O u-J S'fcv /3 !i*u'X . M "sd • 1 f ' -

, . -bogus registration of their employment exchange cards.
nJou n.x

•\\

-Vv

No show cause notice/or inquiry was held against the

applicants before their services were terminated^.

V In a siMl«ar case Was decided on 26i.p4..199J

(OA 2113/88 - Shrx' Vihod Kumar Vs^.^ Delhi Administration

|?Shd .OtheiSto which, ore 'of-^ :uS' I.K|.-

^ Rasgotra) a similar inpugped order dated 19..04.i988 had

been challenged by >he applicants. The issue^^l^^^w and

facts in the two applications before us are identical.

3« Following the ratio in Vinod Kumar* s case, we set

asid^ and quash the impugned order of termination dated ^

19.04.19M vrfiereby the services of the applicants hav^ been

terminated under Rule 5(i) of the OCSCteuporary Service)

Rules, 1966t. The applicants shall be deemed to be

reinstated from the date their services were terminated and
"" • also' cv"" ••'•••••

they shallj^be entitled to all consequential bwefitst

4j. The respondents are, hoviever, not precluded f rom

taking apprppriate action against the applicants in



•

•«» .35;itv.;sa .-it.,!- ,^3/' y • ' '

accordance vdth law 4V Establish €>>elf'̂ 'i^i^ and take

-• '•'•'••^ ./V • .v; iJX;.< 5Vi'S';;rv,oi 7v"..i ;X;ciV):; ro --fo;, ^i5.T,t,a ^ V. ' - "
Let a copy pi tw^ order be placed in both the

•case;-fileSi*
niaisv ;39vivxa:;. r.i-dn' •, sjns-xiqq,,.

•i- i- iJi - r ^
MP \ .n O:b-at) 5h v.;- n:y.•;;;; •: ^ ]. /;njx

•" :* X o^a««o
271.05.19^ 2^a992

oSei.l^Cwi- bSC'̂ d /2^bXv ta>1DiK|TiX -£.t.eiffX3 o' ^ -^wCisH
• BiCS •'"•.-n. ~.dT, .3-.^-57Svil-qs snt v-d fo,3sn9.Cl6d.y asei

•'̂ s' Tir4f;^;t>0fi.£V ,^u" oi: j'c--T adi ^.niwftlXon ' • . 5:

ncr:..A.a^Ts:^; ^6- :;9bto ne.-p h?;^ .5,^^.,^

S,.. •|̂ vr;;r;-j c •0r;.? is . v-'r:-,': "

®d -'i od iXsn^-- C-«£-qt

Sfc-

,b'.X;vfi. ;.^i•yJ;.'

^ ••:rx.-&;i.r -Jsd %aj --rOar

.^- Xa-^'i^i^Li-^&npd lis- Isn-'S- v's;;!.

••- •'•A'•!/. j'-.w iiiJ: *?n.^5g.& •nc i.'?04 2?^ 'vv^ •/.'"^^j•VA;^
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

Regn.No.|l| 0A22?0/88
OA 49^iB9

(1) OA 2220/88

Shri ManoJ Kumar & Others
, ;' •/^•:^\vsv

irApcr. S. Others

(2) OA 496/89
Shri Subodh Kumar & Others

••Vs.'
Union of India & Others

For the Applicants in (1) and
above

Date of decision 27|«05v92[«

VfApplicants

V«<iRespon dents

•'••Applicants

{••[Respondents

For the Respondents in (1) and
(2) above

• • «Shr3L

Verghese", Counsel
•^Kirs* Avnish

Ahlawat, Counsel

CORAM;

The Hon'ble Mr.p,K. KARTHAj VICE C24>ffy/AN(J)
The Hon' ble Mr .1 .K. RASQDTRA , ADr/ilNISlRATIVE MEftiBER

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the Judgment?

2. To be referred to the Reporters or not? fn

(of the Bench delivered by Hon*ble Shri P'iKg Kartha.
Vice qhairmantJ)) '

We have heard the learned counsel of both parties.

The, applicants w these applications were candidates fpr

appointment to the post of Constables ^ the Delhi police,

applications, call letters were sent to

September, 1987|̂ , Thereafter, they
v''y.

^d appointed as Constables and continued
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'!4|? 1?w *9 sst^bllsh their gum

further i(ecessary action as warranted.

There *d.n ;te no

Let a copy of this order be placed in both the

case files. -

27i.05;.l
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