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' 15 Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed

to see the Judgment?%#w
- 2 To be referred to the Reporters or not? M
GMENT (ORA

The‘applicant who has been working as a Constable in

| the Delhd quice filed the present application under

| Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985

praying that the impugned order dated . 274331989 passed

by the respondents in pursuance of Rule 5(1) of the CCS

(Temporary Police Service) Rules, 1965, be quashed, The

applicétion came up for admission on 17=04=1989,



a I

24 | We have heard the.learned counsel of both parties ana
have gone thrbugh the records of the case., The applicant
has filed,the present application without making any f
representation to the respondents against the impugned orders
Under Rule 5(2) of the CCS (Temporary Service )Rules, 1965, a
Goverﬁment sérvant who se sefvices have been terminated, may
make a representation to the department conceined; In the
present case, the applicant filed the'aéplication without-
making such a represehtations wé,are, therefore, of the
opinion that the application has been filed prematurelysw

3¢ - In the circumstances, we direct that the applicant

may make a representation to the compefent authority against
the impugned order dated 27,3,1989 within a fortnight from

the date of receipt of a copy of this 6rdef; The competent

authority shall consider the representétion and pass a

‘ speaking order as expeditiously as possibly but in no event

later than one month from the date of receipt of such
representation. The impugnedAorder dated 27,3,1989 shall
remain sfayedltill'the competent éuthority gives its

decision on the representationy

4, In .tase the applicant is aggrieved'by the decision of
the éompetent authority, he will‘be at liberty to file a

fresh application in the Tribunal in accordance with law, if
so advised, Thgvapplication is disposed of on the above linesi

at the admission stage itself. There will be no order as to
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