IN THE GENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

~NEW DELHI , -
O.A./RA. No.___157 1986 2 |
Pravinder Pal Monga Applicant(s) ;
Versus
Union of Inc;‘\ia : . Respondent(si
Date ' 7 Orders
13.3.86 ~ Present: Mr. R.B. Gupta for the applicaht;

Heard the learned counsel for the appl1canp
in detail. S S : | E

The main grievance of the appllcant is thap

his serv1ces were terminated w.e, f 2. SLlQBl by the

i 4 ~ impugned ordekhdated 27,11,1982 by the Central
%’ o Tibetan Schodls'Administration under the Ministry

" of Human Resources Development, The facts of the-

case can be summarised as follows:-
The app‘icantawas appointed as Elementary

School Leachev we.e.f. ll.lo 1980. When he came“to

Delhi during summer vacatlon dmgfaq l981, according
to the appllcanu, he fell ill and hg'applled for
‘medical leave from 1 7-1981 %o 15.8,1981, Since

he did ‘not recover frOﬂ hls 111ness after 15.8 l9Sl
he sent further appllcatlons for lecve élong w1th

medical certificates, when ultlmately V1de letter

dated 7.6.1982, he was asked by his employer to}

report to the Pedlcal Ofrlcer, Dr. Ram Manohar Lohla
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Hospital,'NéWﬁbelﬁi} interéstingly enough, the

Medical Officer found him to be medically fit.

B Thereafter, the Central Tibetans Schools Adminis-

with the order, the applicant on the very last

‘application are annexed with the application,

letter addresséd by the applicant to the Secr!}'rg

‘asked him.to.report.to . the .school. at.Darjeeling

page 34 of the paper book which is an undated

'New Delnl. When the appllcant did not join fhe_'

tration in their Memorandum of 20th July, 1982

not later than 31.7.1982, Instead of complying

date, i.e,, on 31.7,1982 sent an application .

“seeking permission to resume duty by 23.8.1982. 7@
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A copy-of thé order of the Administration and his

e

Even according to the applicant, he has been

going to the office of the Schools Administra+ion

now and then and was beang told orall y also to

resume duty at Darjeellng,’ This is clear from’ o

school at Jarjeellng, the impugned orde; oatér

22, ll 1982 was passed termlnaLﬂno hls serv1ces

-

W, e.f, 2.5, 1981,
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2. Cons1der1ng the facts of the case, as - - |

ev1dont from the appllcatlon and the documents o ,

fappended ther eco, we are SaﬁLSlled chac the

applicant nlmselr ‘has been respon51ble Lor getflng &

the 1mpugned ordar passed Tne Schools Admlnlstratlon
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hés been quite tolerant, but if the school had to

- be run properly, the truant conduct which the
applicant had shpwn could not e'suffefed any longer.
Vle, therefore, see no merit'iﬁ the application and
reject the same summarily under sub=-section (3) of
Section 19 of the Adﬁiﬁisirative Tribunals Act,
This will be without prejudice to appllcant's

entitlement to such terminal and other benullts

b
to which he khylegally entitled.
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