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Hon'ble lAr. T. 3. Oberoi, Member (j).

(Judgenient of the 3ench delivered by
Hon'ble iAr. K'^ushal ICutiiar, Meuiber. J .

JLDG£;J£i>rr

In these two applications filed under Section 19
of the Admin i stir-.Live Triburi'jls .'iCt, lyuS, the aiJi;ll.Caii,l&

who were appointed as Constoblcs in Delhi Police and whoso
services were teminated subsequently under the provisions

of the Contr:il C.vil Services (Tomporjry Jervice) Rules,

1965 after they h^jd completed more th^n three years of

service,, have challenged, the orders of termination of

. service on tht= growid of the orders being punitive in

nature and casting a stigma on the applicants although

on the face,of it they are orders simplicitor and do nut

give,any reason for the terminaticn of services. It

h'js also been contended th.;t since the applicants

had completed ;iio:.e'th.'jn Lhree years of service, they should
to h'-vc been curi 1liiiua. in-r Half 5(e) of

.:.C
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the Delhi Police (..'i;;poinLment S. ht-cruit.iient) Rules
ana, thorc-firrc, tlioir sorviccs c^.uld not bL' terminated
under the CC3 (TS) Rules, 1965.

2. Since common points of lJu.are involved'in both
•the Cdses, we propose to dispose of these ap,.lications
through /^c-m.ion jud-je^nont.
3. Before we embark on ^ discussion of the

legal issues, the brief facts- of each cjse may be
noticed belov/.

O.A. 1143/198o.

The ^.ppUcant was selected for the post of
Constable (Driver) and appointed on 14.5.1982 as per
certific.iU' oi appoiut.iK-u t, (Aciriexure 'j' to the
application). Hj-s services .vofo tonninated vide order
doted 23.9.1986 ivhich is an order issued under proviso
to sub-rule (i) of Rule 5 of the Central Civil Services
(Temporary Service) Rules, 1965. The background of the
foundation which,according to the applicant led to the
termination has been given in the application. It is
stated in tho application that the explanation of the
applicant had bo-c. called for wherein it was alleged
that at the time of his recruitment, the, applicant
had suppressed the fact of his "naving been involved
in case FIR No. 1498 dated 27.9.78 under 3ectiorel47, 148,

• 149, 341 and 506 of the Indian t'enal Code, Police Station
Kalkajl, while filling in column U lb ) of the Attesta
tion Form at the time of his recruitment. In the
counter-affidavit, it has been stated as follows: -

"Constable (Driver) 3anga Ram No.9188/1jAP was

enlisted in Delhi Police on 14.5.1982 (FN) and

w.,s posted to tl-iis Bn. on 5.2.1986. He was

ii habitu'il Jbbenteu und wjs incorrigible type

of Ct.nstL. For hi', indiffcnt record of service

he bcc,"i doCDrro.l frum quasi per.Mnency twice

. ir, 1935 .nd 85 ic., ooLively. i.'.eamvtUle it wa.

'i^ /A^-
.J>
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also noticed that a cflse Flu No,1498 dated

• 27.9,1970 under JoeL ionr, 147/148/149/34i/.'J'C

1', o. Ljlkjji v;..o .libi. iu;jliitcrud jg.iLtiSt him

prior to his enliste..ent but he did not disclose

the s.iaae facts in Ccl, No.li(b) of the attesta

tion for.n. Thi^ act of his shows that he had

concealed the f-acts." IrTview of his indifferent

service reccrd his services were terninated

vide this office order No, 4103/HAP-8th Bn. DAP

dated 23,9.1986 .. .. »

'I)ir' :ir'i; I '! I' ' ''In 'i'• n "!• J 1p In

Uolhi l-iulicc on Ib.i.i.iyuli vlUu Ccrtil ic-jtt; oi' AiJiioiiiU'.iiuiit

rilxil •; r, Aiiii"XUi.o *t\' 1." I||i' II'l'' 1'"I. . 111-^ i>ujvli.tn<

wore terniinatod vide, order dated 20.5.1986, wliich is an

order issued under the proviso of sub-rule (i) of Rule 5

of the Central Civil Services (Ttinporary Sexvice) liules,

1965. It is stated in para 6(lii) of the application

that according to the information of the apijlicaht, his

services had been tenainated on the ground of his absence

from duty at the first instance from 8.3,86 to, 28.4,86

and then from 3.5.86 to 25.5,86, It ha^ been Contended

in para 6 (vi) that the respondents could not terminate

. the services of the applicant on the solitary ground of

his absence on 3/4 occasions which in any case if

calculated,together is not more than the leave due to th©

applicant, in reply to para 6 (vi), it has been stated

in the ccuntcr-affidavit that "the petitioner absented

himself on 24 occasions witliLut any justification wh^Jt-

soever. The f-.ct that earned Lejve and casual le.ve

are. due in thy account of- the- petitioner does ni. t give

petitionei right tc- abserit hiin^eli from his duties whenever

he likes. 3uch an attitude is urii'ijrdonable in a

disci,alined force." .1^ oi tlic. absenteeism" on the part t

of the api..lic,;nt h.vc. Lcon :iven in para-(ii) under

r\y
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the heading 'Bi.lEF FACTS' in the counter-affidavit.

It is .jIsi. stjlod in Lhu cuuriLei-j l f id jv it thJt "Ttiti-

serviceo of the .:b..v£- bx-C^n-;Ljulc- weie tor;iiinated on • •

20.6.86 v^de orciur .lu. 8260-300/A-;i>'-9th Bn uAP, d--ted

20.5.86 as he W3s a habitual absentee and due to his

unsatisfactory and indifferent service record, f.'.any

opportunities were-given to him to improve, himself but he

did not mend him;;elf and proved himself to be an

incorrigible type of lolLce Officer "

4. We shall first deal v/ith the contention of the

learned counsel for the applicants that the ap,.licjnts

having completed more than three years of service should

be deemed to be cofifiraed employees.

S- hule 5 of the.' Dellii K 1 i.co(/ij5pc, int'.iiuf)t and

Uficru itiiient) hijlc-j , 1980 deals with 'Kecruitinent'. i-lule

5 (e) roads as- follows: - ' • •

"(e)(i) All direct appointments of employees
shull bo 111 ilIl' i.nitiilly on purely toinporory b>jsis.
All einployoer; opj/o intod to the bulhi l dice shijll

bo on prob.itun lor .4 'two yo.jr^.

Provided that the competent authority may extend
the period cf probation bat in no case shall the

period of probation extend beyond three years in all,

(ii) The services of an employee appointed on
probation are liable to be terminated without assign
ing any reason.

(iii) After successful completion of period
of probation, the employee shall be confinned in the

-'Delhi Police by the competent authority, subject .
» . to the availa;;ility of permanent post. °

6. It has been contended that according to Rule

5(e), although all direct appointments are to bo mide

initially on purely tem, oury b^sis, the concerned

employees have to be on probation for a period of U^o

years which m;:/ be extended by one ye:jr. The proviso

/[l '̂'Ule 5(e)(i) st-Ls a limit to the extension of the
ti.^nary peilod. It makea it nundatory that in no

case shall tnc I'criod of pixbation extend beyond three

years in all. i-.ule 5(e)(iii) also makes it clear th^t



/

L,-

CfS"'''--^

•si ni;uClu^-5^

after successful ci-m/jletic.n of the period of probation,

the einployeu sh .11 bo ci^nf innod in ttii,' Delhi Police

subject to the av^ilJbility of permanent post. It h^js

been contended thc;t in 0. A. 1143/1986, the applicant

having been appointed on 14.5.1982, h>jd completed three

years of. service on 13.5.1985 and in case of the applicant
I

in 0.A. 1249/1987, he having been appointed on 15.12.1982

had completed three years on 14.12.1985. After completion

of tliree ye.jrs of service, the api,lIcJnts could not be

treated ds being on prob-ticn and the only option with the

Department was either to discharge the concerned employees

if their prab^t;,Ln WdS n'-t satisfactory or to cc-nf irm. them

as enjoined by Uule 5(e)(iii). Continuance in service beyond

three years h-;d the effect of deemed confirmation.

7. On, the other hand', the learned counsel for the

respondents urged that unless a specific order of

confirmation was issued, the concerned employees could

not claim th'e benefit of deemed confirmation after

completion of three years of service. They continued to

remain ternpor.)ry omployooj;

8. ' Various rulings have bot-n cited by both the

sides in sup|. ort of their respective contentions.

9. In The State of Punjab Vs. Dharam Singh

(AIF. 1968 S.C. 1210), the Supreme Court was dealing with

the effect and implication of Kule 6 of the Punjab

Educational Service (i'rovincialised Cadre) Class III

Rules (1951). Rule 6(1) to (3) as quoted in the judgement

reads as follov/s; -

"6(1) i.;o;iiber of Lho" Service, officiating or t.i
be promoteci against pc-rvriurient posts shall be on

probation in the first instance for one year.

(2) f iciLin^ service sh.jll be reckoned
as periuu cuerit i.n probation, but no mumber who has

officiated in any appointnient for one yesr sh:;ll be
entitled to be confirmed unless he is appointed against
a per:'! •nc^nt v-:c-ncy.
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"(3) Oil tho CfinpleLion of thi;,period of probation , '

the authojity- comptiLent ti- uukb appointment may j
confirm the member in his appointment or if his

\ I
• work or c^nviuct during the period of prob.ition

has been in his opinion unsatisfactory he may |
dispense with his services or may extend his period
of probati^.;n by such period js he may deem fit or j
revert him to his, former post if he was promoted '
from some lower post. !

Provided that the total period of prob^ition

including extensions, if ;^ny, shall not exceed

th-rce y jro. "

The Supieiv.e Cv-urt held as-follows: - . '

".5. In -he piesent case, i-iule 6 (3) forbids

extension of the period of probation beyond three

years. .Vhere, as in the present case, the service j

rules fix a certain period of titne beyond v/hich

tho prob;ition.jry poi iod cannot^bo extended, and

an uiiiplcyec appointed or proniotoij to a post on
I

probation is allowed to continue in that post after i

completion of the maximum period of probation without 1

an express order of confirmation, he cannot be deemed

to continue in that post as a probationer by i

implicoti9n. The reason is that such an implication j

is negatived by the service rule forbidding j

extension of the probationary period beyond the 1
maximum period fixed by it. In such a case, it is

penniesiblc druw thiJ infcrenco that tho omployco

allowed to continue in the post on completion of the

maximum poriod uf probation has been confinned in-

the post by implication."

10. • It hu:s been CLntendeci by the learned counsel

for the- .jpplici-nts that I'.ule 5(e) of the Delhi Police

(Appointment and Kecruitment) Ralec, 1980, referred to above

is analogous to liule 6, sub-rules (1) to (3) of the

Punjab Educ't lonjl Service (Provincialised Cadre) Class

j.il ;.ules refcrroci to in The.State of Punjab Vs. Bharam

3ingh (supra) and, therefore, the ratio of that judgement
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is,, applicable in the present csse. it h.. k •
®* "'JS been pointedout th-.t « 1„ tl,,, case of Rule 6ot th. Punjab .Educ.nional

"'oo u.u-Of thr» y.„s had been
p..=o.ib.d fe, p«b.t.o„.^ ,eued „,e c.e tb.

. PoZ, 0.1.,,

rr"°""""'">v «p"on •0 t «,b u.e .ntbo.ft, t.

hfs fer.., p„,, ,,

• ^ certain poriod of time beyond whichtb. p„be«e„«,

appointed or proooted to a post on probation is aUo.ed
to oontinue in tbat post after completion of tbe „xi.d.
P«iod of probation without an .«p„ss order of co„fir„tioni
he cannot be demed to continue i„ that post as a
probationer by ia.pllcatlo„. th. reason b.i„, «,.t such
a„ ^plication is negatived by the serxice rule forbidding
-tension of tb. probationary p„iod beyond the „,i„„
P.r,.d fixod b, it, and in such circumstances the only
reasanaij, inference that can be dra„„ is that the
oancerned e.ploy.e ha. been confirmed i„ th. post by
implication.

Sbri Sudan, learned counsel for the respondents,
vehemently argued tl.at the Regulations on *ich the
Judgement of the Supreme Court in The stst. of Punjab •
V=. Dhara. Singh (supra, „as based .or. different fro.
the ones In th. p.esent case inasmuch as the segulations
of the Punjab Educational Service did not give any option
for continuance of the service of an employ., on atemporary
basis after he had completed u,r.e years of probation.' The
only option left „a. either to confirm th. concerned •
»ployee or tc terminate his services. On the other hand,
in the Delhi Pc.lic.(,.pp„intme„t and ;.ecrultm.nt);-.ules
there is no cmpulsion for terminating the s.„.c. in

"" —- - -».-tio„ Of three'
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years of prob.iti<n. Uarnfcd counsel Shri Sudan
stated that Ll-iCrc i.'-. no cXi.roi>:> pi.c.VL;>ioii in the

Delhi Police Rules that after completion of. three

years of service, in the event of his work or conduct
being found unsftisfsctory, his services must necessarily
be dispensed.with and as such, the theory of deemed
confirmation was not applicable in the case of employees

recruited under the Delhi Police Rules. According to

him, without an expiess prder of confirmation, an
employee could not be deemed to have bt-en conf irmed.
Although the probationary period could not be extended
beyond three yecirs, the employee continued to -be
temporary till Lhfart j poriiltvo or eix|/re:.3 oidur of
conflunation. In thii. connection, ledrned counsel

Shri Sudan referred to the judgement of the Full Bench

of this Tribunal in 3. IC. Sisodia Vs. Union of India and

Others (198Q (7) Administrative TrLbonals Cases 852)
and relied on the following observations of the Full

» I

Bench in para 18 of the judgement; -

"18. The above decisions of the Supreme Court

cannot be understood to have laid down that even

v/here there is no prohibition under the service

rules against extension of the period of probation

and where the rules expressly require an order
- of confirmation tc be made after finding th=!t the

1 - '

probationer has satistacL^-rily completed his
, probation, an inference should necessarily be

drawn th;:t the probationer was confirmed and by

implicc.ti'-.n he must. bc;^oe!ned to have been

d;ji'jolnl.eu per.:rjnoiit-iy, Thi- iubsequer^t decisions

of tin.' Supi'ouL' C'. url. r(i; (--i rod t.o above clearly-

do(;l-.!C' thit In tho cibsoncu of any rule, a

prob.Uio;ior's pc: 11 pt. ^nct- has to bo assessed by

the co..;..t'Lcrit -.uLlicv: ity .irid unless Iv- is confiin.cd
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after such an asses.u.ent, he does not acquire a
pewMoent status. Thou:,h there appears to be

.ubsLunce in the grievance of the pditionor thct
he w.s not given sufficient training as directed by
the General. Manager and his deficiencies were noted
Without giving him the requisite training as ordered
by the ccrapetent authority on the facts on record, it
cannot be doubted that he was not confirmed by the
competent authority after the expiry of one year period
cf probation. ..hen the or^r of termination itself

• was passed Within 20 d.ys oT maximum period of
prob.Li.un, U,.-- Tribunal conriot hold thaL hu should
bo deonod to have b.en confirmed in the post of '
jectii.n Con Lri..Her. "

The Full B.„ch doling U.. it.il„,y s.rvonts Hul.s
and ol,..xv.d tl..t th, „,a»y R„le,.
. <,pp„,„u.a „ probation 1. co„fi„.d, He
»ouU b, cl„.o<, to ^

c.=e,„f D.lhi Pclu. ^
piolUblttog vxl.„.lon of t|„, po^oU of probation beyond throe
years and, therefore, the ratio of th. Full Bench In the
ca» of an in SUodU 1. not appUoabl. in the oase of
the Delhi Polio. Bules. We .have to see the essenoe and purport
«f the Delhi paioe Buies. Jf a person's probation oa™,ot be '
extended beyond three years and the rule also enjoins
oonf,l»ation thereafter. „.re omission in the rule that if "
If he IS not Conf ined, he shai be retrenched, does not lend
"self to the interpretation that a person's services can be
continued after cMi.l.tion ot three yi,,rs service on a
...por.r, b,sU. „ . persons probation cannot be extended
.«d the rule ol» „kes It .andotory that on satisfactory
ccplotlon of probation period o. uireo yoors, the person '

/ ccncerned shall be confuiued. the only reasonable Inference
- cJn be dr::vvn is th-it if - nrr--^u pcr-on is cuntinuL-d in service.

he shall be deemed to have been confirmed.
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11. In Oi.l HUKA3H .ViA'JP.YA Vs. LI. P. CL.-bPEi-.ATlVE 3'JSAn-

FA.CTOKIES FtDEi-ATIuN, LJCK:jV..J Ali^ v. THE^^S• (aIR 1986 S.C.i844),

the Supreme Court, while interprett ing the U. P. Co-opfer.itive ,

Societies Employees Service Regulations, observed as,follows: -

•Reguli^tion 17 provides for pri-bftion, it lays clown

that all persons oh appointment against regular

vacancies sh:ill be placed on probation for a

poriucl of. onti ycjr. Proviso ti; the ite.julotion

lays dorth th^t thi? appointing authority may in

individu.il c.i;.6'j, oxtorid Uu pcu Lod of prob.ition

in wrj.tinj for furthur period not oxceoding one

year, as if may deem fit. • Clause (ii) of the

i\eg jlati-n provides ths't if ,at any tiine, during or

at tht' end of the period of probation or tho ext(Jhded

period of probation, it appears to the appointing

authority that, the employee placed on probation, has

not made sufficient use of the opportunity offered to

him, or has otherwise failed to give satisfaction,

he may bo discharged from service, or reverted to the

post held by him substantl^ly, i.f,,any, immiidiotely

before such.appointment, hegulation 18 provides for.

confirmation of an .employee on the, satisfactory

completion of the probationary period. Regulations

17 and 18 read'tojether, provide that appointment

agjinst a regular vacancy is to be made on probation

for a pel ioo of . one your, this prob.jtionary puriod

can be oxUeridod for, a per iod ol 6ne year m. re. The \

proviso to Ucgjlation 17 restricts the po.ver of the,

appointiiifj auLlioi ity in c x'-orid uit period of probation

bfyond the period of one yo.ir. An eraployoo appointed '

ag,i.LniiL a rogul.ir v.,ic.:.ney c mno L be pijced on
r

prcbatlco f'^r a p-c-riod •noio- t-u-in t io years =nd j. f

during the period of probation the appi-inting authority

is of the opinion thi^t the f':i;-loyee hasi not :njde u^e

of o;.>jJortunity ^fr-rcec i. l.i.:. In- c..c,i..:j£ i.-i.-.i,

from service or revert him to his substantive post
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b.it he h-is no po.ver to extend the period, of

probition be/ond the period-of two yejrs. '
Resulation 18 stipulates confirmation of ah .
employee by an express order on the completion
of the prob-tion.u-y period. Thb regulations do not
express!/ lay Uovvn as to whit would be the status
of an e;n;.l(,yee on the expiry cf maximum period .. f •
prc.b-i tion whuro no uider of cunf irniation is i^auod
and Lhc c-..];.,ioyfu ii jllo.vud to c^.ntinue in service,

-.incu lU'i.jl.itiun 17 docu not permit ct ntinu Jtion of-

an o:ii,il.,yc-o on piob ^tion lur ^ pt;x iod-•.ncie thon U^o

yeirs the necessary•result would follow that after

the expiry of two years probotion'̂ ry period, the

employee stands confirmed by implication. This is,

implicit in the scheme of Regulations 17 and 18. "
•1-2. Learnod counsel 3hri Mukul Talwar pointed out that

there were analogous.pr^visions ^regarding'probation in the' "
'Punjab Police Rules also which had been"dealt with by the
supreme Cc.urt. jh The Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana and-

Another Vs. Dwarka Das (1979 (1) 5Ui 299), in para 5 of Uioir
ji^gemeht^. their lordships observed as follows; - ' '

,"5. Chapter XII of ..the Rules deals with the appoint
ment and enrolment of police officers. Clause (3) of
rule 12.2 provides, inter alia, as follows: -

"(3) All appointments'W enrolled police officers
are on probation according to the rules-in
tiis chapter applic„ble to each rank."

it i". tlieieloro obvious that as the lespondents were

enrolled police of f icers ,• they, w.ere on probation. The

period of prrbatic.n has not been specifi,ed in the'

rules, but rule 12.21 provides for the discharge of

an inefficient police officer as follows; -

"12.21. v'» c.nstablc who is found unlikely to provide
an efficient police officer may be discharged
by the; 3u;)c'rinLon ont at. any tino within
three ye^rs of enr..iinont. Theio shall be

• no appeal ^.j.jinst an order of dioehorae
under this rule."

\̂.Lm^
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So if rules 12.2 (3) and 12.21 are read tooether,

it will .ipiic-.ir th-t Uio imixinium por iod of probijt ion

in the c-se of u poIlcu i-il iccir ol t-lie rank ol
constable is three years, for the Superintendent of

Pultco concernod h.io the po.ver to discharge him within

th:it period. It fellows that the power of discharge

cannot be exercised under rule 12.21 after the expiry

of the period of three years. If therefore it is

proposed ti de.il with an inefficient police officer
after the expiry of that period, it is necessary to

do so in accordance with the rules of Chapter XVI

of the Rules which makes provision for the imposition

of various punishments including dismissal from the
. police force. It is not permissible to ignore those

ruloL, and maka a simple order of discharge under rule
12.21 after the oxplry ot thu period ot thruo yuari for
th.it will attract Article 311 of the CunsLitution. The
Superintendent of Pc.lice ccncurned cvuld not have

ignored that reriuireinent of the law and terminated
the services of the three respondents after the expiry

of the period of three years from their enrolment in
the police force of the i^tato. "

13. Rule sCe) of the Delhi Police (Appointment a hecruiU
mont) Rules, 1980, as it stands at present was substituted
vide notification No. F. 5/15/82-Home (P) Estt., duted 2.5.1983.
Rule 5(e) as it stood before the amendment was as follows;

»(e) All direct appointments cf subordinates ranks
shall be made initially on purely temporary basis.
All such appintees shall be on probation for a period
of 2 years. During this period their work and o-nduct
Shall be closely watched and if found unlikely to become
efficient police employees, they shall be discharged
after giving one month's notice or one monl-h's pay
in lieu thereof, without assigning any reason. On

j satisfoctor/ completion of probation, they shall be
tre.^ted as temporary i«mic.e e.Tipl-.yeis and sh'..ll have

• no cl-'inis for substantive appointment. Tnt.;>' '.^njll
continue to be governed by the terms and conditions

I.
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of so.Viet: ol U,',,i.,.r ,iy poiiCC MlpioyGOS. LUl
they are confirmed in their appointments .on
availability of pern-.inent post. If the requisite
no. ci posts do not bee.me available, they may be '
considered for grant of"quasi.per.uanent status,
on s.nis.fuctor/ completicn of three ye^irs service
03 temp>.r..r/ police employees.".

It will be seen that in the rule as it stood before
the amendment of 2nd May. 1983. there was a specific
provision that the concerned employees, on satisfactory
completion of proboLion. sh.ll bo treated as temporary police

•employees and they shall have no cla-rn for substantive
appointment. They- shall continue to be temporary police "
employees till thoy are c:.nfinned in their appointments
on avjila-jility uf permanent p£,sts. this provision has
ri&w deiaeed in; the amended rule 5(eJ with which .;e
are dealing ixifk the amended rule as it stands now
does not provide for treating an ouiployao who has complolod
three years of probation as a temporary employee beyond
a period of three years as contended by the learned counsel
Shri Sudan,

15. 5(e) clearly provides that all employees
shall be appointed on probatioi^for a period of two years.
The period of ppbation cannot be extended beyond three
years in all. After successful completion of the period

vpf probation, the employee shall be confinned in the Delhi
Police by the competent authority Subject to the

availability of permanent post.

16. There being a prohibition on the extension of the
period of probati'.n boyorid threo ye.rs and a mandatory
requiie,nent. f.r c.nfinn.nion after successful'Completion •
of the poriod of probation, rule 5(e) is analogous to the
Rules a aegulati<.,ns wl, ich wore th. subject matter of the
judgements rendered by iho Supremo Curt in the. cases of
the ;>t3Le of Punjab Vs. _,h .ram Singh, On Prakash Maurya
Vs. U.P. Co-operative Sugar Factories Federation, Lucknow ,
.nd Vs. Das
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referred to above, arid therefore the applicants in the

present two c;jses are deemed to have been confirmed on

completion of the period of three yejrs from the date '
of their initial appointment. Although no plea of

non-availability of permanent post has been taken by the
respondents to deny confirmation on completion of a.period
of three years of probation, even if such a plea were taken,
the applicants v;ould, in any case, have been entitled to

J docl.jfjticn 01' qu.j&i-pQini>in&nt situtusi at tux ocimplotion '
of three years of service. In eiliier case, action could

not be taken under the proviso of.S4^rule (1) of hule 5
of CGS (TS) hults, 1965 for tenniniitijig the services

of tho appl iciints. Hi thu iio it of tho view which wo have

taken we do not consider it ntcessary to' examine the

foundation of the orders of termination with a view to

determining whether the orders although innocuous on the
face of it are really punitive in nature.

17.- In view of the above discussion, both the

applications are allowed and the orders of te'rmination

dated 23.9. ly86 and 20.6.1,986 are hereby quashed. The

applicants shall be reinstated in service forthwith and

be entitled to all consequential benefits. There shall be

no order as to costs, , ^

HMS, OBETiOI)

, .-.-J,

(KAUiiliAl. KU'JIAR')
MEMBER(A)

4. 5.1989.

"CERTlI'ir^D TRUE COPY"
pt

ANIL SRWASTAVA)
Scclion Officcr

• i . I ' -c 1 .-iOSV
priiitU

J


