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IN THE GE’ ﬂ'RAL ADIHINI TRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRLM PAL &NCH, NEW DELHI.

'Regn.Nos.(l 22‘79/1089 " . Date of decisions 31071992
, oA 1207/1990 I '
e t;m2224/1990; . Sy
. S OA 2169;519915 L | ,
(1)_ “OA 2279/1989 |
_ Shri Jai Bir Singh - HobApplicant
(2) oA 1207/1990
o ~ shri B_irendera Kishore Pathak bee'sApplicant
R (3)  OA 2224/1990 \' |
) | Shri Jagram Singh _:.Q;-Applicant
(4) / oA 2169[129
_ ShI‘l Subhash Chander SR 'g’,j;qgghpplicaht
CQ _ o o Vez_‘sus,
" The Delhi Admmlstratmn & ‘0o sRESPONdents
Another '
: o For the Applicants | ' o ...Shrl J:sPo Verghese
- . SR - Counsel
‘For the Respondents  ioteteMrs, Avnish
' R Ahlawat,; Counsel
. CORAM: "
‘ {  THE HON'BLE MR, P.K. KARTHA 'VICE CHAL RMAN(J)
N
| O THE HON'BLE MR. B.N. DHOUNDIYAL , ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
| o
r E 1,” - . Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to
| - see’ the Judgment? 4, - -
\ 26 " To be referned to the Reporters or not? e

. » IR (of the Bench delivered by Hontble Shri P.Ko
oo . A N Kartha, VLce Chairman(J))




. -common orderly . .

ST S 'It ‘may be mentioned ‘at th’e Outset ‘that. the aforesaid h
issues had been con51dered 1n the judgment of this ‘l'ribunal
. dated 25,10,1991 4n OA 1340/1988 and comnected matter
:;;..(.S'mt.' ,Nirmal Rai-& bthers» Vs.-»-"t'he Chief 'Sec'r_etary,‘ belhi
/ Admmistration &, Another) to which both of us were pargies.
PRSP CUL - SLP. (inrl) I\bs. 3524-25/1992 filed by- the Delhi Administration
against the aforesaid judgment of this Tribmal ‘was dismissed
by the Supreme Court after hearing both parties by 0”
i fvp ., dated. 21,0T 1992. S
s «, 3, A Applicant in OA 2279/l989 has worked as a Peon since
2 ocednt zacis .8 1983, applicant in OA 1207/.L990 has worked as a
I . Demonstrator since ll~.8 1983, applicant 'in 0A 2224/1990 has
z o o ').c,k 1worked -as-a Clerk smce 8.4 l982 and applicant in OA 2169/1991
. COETT agar +has, worked as. Gardner/Chowkidar smce l‘.l2.l983' All of them
E TR . --@Te aggrieved by a 'common order passed by the neSpondgts on
t W 3: M,29.04 1989 wherehy it wa's stated that their serv1ces would .
; L no more, be required in the Sanatan’ Dharm Ayurvedic C.ollege
: - w1th effect from 30.04 l989. | In OA 2169/1991 the Tr{ibunal
L ampn s e BAS passed an interm order directing the respondents not to
! ST A . terminate. the serv:Lces of the q:olicant;\-“i.':; |
| | 4‘é | In the judgment of this Tribmal dated 25;.)-0@1991 m-..,“
‘; : | Smte Nirmal Rai's case the Tribunal has vconcluded on thel;_
‘ | basis of the material p&aced before it that the Delhi




~Aaministra{£ion took “over-ti Me~malagemu of the College in

: ,questlon in public interes ét,

- that, in' i-heyf:acts arrd crret samstances, it would not be fair -

and Just to terminate ‘the' rvxces of “the” s‘taff on the :

,p'lea .ma_.t the College ‘has' | Heen closed down"'*’a'f‘ter April, 1991

exammatlons w:Lthout maklno gca pmper scheme for redeploying

such staff. As the respono::.ents had taken over Management

of the College in publ:x.c in terest, the erstwhlle ‘staff of the

Managenent of "the Goliage bomcomss “the staff ‘6f the Delhi |

"\Adnlnlstratlon who are - boumétfo pmv:lde alternative placement

. for.-gthem .mhaccordance with* cthe schieme’ to" be forumulated

3

to protect the s'e

the Trlbmalz;ove*r’fuled the ;pre‘l‘mnary objections ra:.sed by

feme condtlt:.ons of such stafff Accor_dingly,

e rnaamtamabihty 6 the applications;.

the reSpondents as"to th

vappl:.can‘rs as the

The reSpondeﬁ’Eé*Wefe da.recte.d ¢o treat th:

&ﬁm :‘r.’strat:.on who~had been rendered

surplus consequen{". uiao “’che rclosur Se%he=Sanatan Dharm

Ayurvedlc College w:.th effeclfrfﬁroxn;%ij‘ o 15971@ A direction

was 1eeoed to 'the respondents thaé"‘th“e“ appléé’ants shall be

,"' 3 —‘w,.l c'\ : |:{
given alternatlve placement zm posts in the Delhi Adxnmlstraticr
. S ,’;r

" co mme nsurate t er ience in

o their qual:.fs;.catmns and exp

accordance wit

-uv‘rl)\. ..x :
h the appmpriate schemej’prepared by themo

,,,,,,,,
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B applicants shall be glven alternative placemen‘t 1n the

Se ~ Since the facts of the present application«s as
well as the 1ssuese.1nvolved . therein are identlcal,
follow the ratlo in the Judgment of the Tribunal dated
25, .1.0 1991 in smt’ Nlrmal Rai's case, ment:.oned atnve'
The appllcations are dlsposed of with the directlons to
the reSpondents to treat the appllcants as the employees:".

of the Delhi Admmistration who have been rendered

o

surplus consequent upon the closuxe of the Sanatan Dharrﬁ

Ayurvedlc College w1th effect from Apnl, l991v ‘rhe

posts in; the Delh:l. af-’udxm.nz,s'l.:rationv commensurate wz.th""t’h}.l.r

quala.f:.cat:wns and exper:.ence, in accordance wrch an

»-c-

o

appropriate schexre t,o roe prepaxed by t,hem,, as duected

-m Smt Nirmal Ral°S casee The appllcants wouILd aleo be,,, _f-;:ﬁ
entﬁ:led,to pay and allowances for the perf:'od from the

takeu-ovex of the Management of the said Co«llege 'tz.ll they

»") " ‘""} / - -. ?‘,,

;are given altematlve Jobs and all consequentlal benefltso.,

-~

al

31,074 1992 -

'*Laﬁn, IHDUNDIXAE)$ﬁ5T33”” ”fpﬁgjj??;?'*

64 '!‘he respondents shall co@ly ~Wl‘th the above ‘ @ o

direct:.ons as expedltously as p0551b1e and preferably

‘.

w1th1n a penod of three months from the date of receipt
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- of ‘this orderf* The mtenm order passed in OA 2169/91 is |
hereby made absolutea R . 'T::‘: ] 4 '
e Ihere will be no order as to costsvo RS
5N Let a copy ot 'this order be piaced m all the 4 case
&gl_e;s.‘ o ',
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