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The services of the applicant, who was a

temporary Constable in Delhi Police, v;ere teirninated in

pursuance of the proviso 't-O sub-rule(l) of the Rule 5 of the

CCS(TS) Rules, 1965 vide order dated 29.4.1984. The

order does not disclose any reasons for termination of the

services of the applicant; it is an innocuous order. His

case is that he was attacked by Hawaldar Hari Singh with

a; Bayonet and suffered an injury on 26.6.1984 for which

he v/as admitted in Bara Hindu Rao Hospital, He lodged

a complaint and a FIR was issued in this regard. He was^

hov/ever^pressurised to withdraw the coi^plaint and when he

did not withdraw.the same, his services were terminated.

His further allegation is that some of those appointed

temporarily subsequent to him vrere retained in service

while his services v.^ere tcorminsted.

2, We directed notice to the Respondents and in

the counter filed by them it is stated that the applicant's

services were terminated only because he pass

the recruitment test while the others had passed.
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3* We find that not only the order of termination

is innocuous but also does not cast any stigma. The

termination as such cannot,therefore, be treated to be by

way of penalty.' The fact that some of his juniors were

retained has no bearing on the validity of the order of

termination because the juniors having passed the test

were qualified to be retained;whii^ the-applicant having

failed,was not eligible to be continued.

4. Vie find no merit in this application and

accordingly dismiss the same.
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