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Shukla and Shri C.K. Shukla. ]
learned counsel for applicants in OAg-1:.72/2004,
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Shri Rajiv
applicants
Mg . Varuna
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Sh. Sachin

Kumar, learned counsel for

in OAs-1461/2004 & 1367/2004
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in OAs-1271/2004 & 1351/2074
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n
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04,

ingsel for
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shri B. Dutta,. learned Additional Scl'.c.tor General
alongwith Ms. Geeta Luthra, Ajesh Lutarn and Shri
Saurabh Ahuja. learned counsel for respondents in-all -

OAs.

Justice V.S.

The

ORDER
Aggarwal:-

Delhi Police Act had been =

nacted in the

vear 1978...In exercise_ of the powers cmferred undér‘

Section 147 of the said Act, different riles including



the Delhi Police (Appointment_and,Recrui?hent)"Rules,
1980 and the Delhi Police. (General Cgpditions of
éervice) Rules, 1980 ﬁave_been,enacted‘",For .proper
administration, the Union Territory has been divided
into different police Districts., Evéry, police
District has number of police stations. There is an

officer 1incharge of the,police_head”in_,eachmeolice

Station.

2. On 18.9.1998, the Additional Commissioner

of Police had written to the Joint Secretary, Ministry

' |7
of Home Affairs requesting that in order to make mgy/

new Police Stations which had been sanctioned, 500
more Constables would be ‘required from Central

Para-Military Force on deputation. The said letter

reads:

"Sir,

It was agreed by the Ministry of
Home Affairs that in order to make 17 new
Police Stations sanctioned by the Govt.
of India to start functioning
immediately, 500 Constables from CPMF
will be given on deputation till Delhi

Police raises its own force to man these
Police Stations. :

2. It is, therefore, requested
to kindly intimate _the names of 500
Constables, who .are willing to come -on
deputation to Delhi  Police, at the
earliest so that action for completing

the formalities . regarding their
deputation to Delhi Police is completed -
promptly. A copy of ' the  terms and

conditions for deputation in Delhi Police
is enclosed for ready reference,

Yours faiﬁhfully,
Syl
e (S.K. JAIN) :
ADDL. COMMISSIONER OF POLICE:. _
.. HEADQUARTERS: DELHI."
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3. There upon. the Joint Secretary, Ministry

of Home AfTairs had written to_different Para-Military

Forces

Police

Industii

like Border Security Force., Central Reserve

Force, Indo-Tibetten Border Polics and Central

It reads:

the vear 199% Tollowed by 2001, 1largs number

"Dear Sir,

Kindly recall my . telenhonic

Feguest sometime bhack recarding
deputation of constables from vour force
to  Delhl Police to operationalizsz  the
newly created 17 Police Stations. As the
Dalhl Police will take some time (¢ railse
its own manpower the Para-Military Forces
may nrovide about @ 500, Constehlzas  on
deputation to Delhil Folice as per

hreak up dgiven unders . |

CRPF 200
I(TRP 100 ‘
CISF 100
BSF 100

It is reguested that nominations
of Constables  for deputation Lo Delhi

Police may be sent lmmediately. & - copy

of the  terms _ and.  conditions for
deputation to Delhl Police is enclosed.

o Yours sinceraly,

the.

al Sacurity Force videwletter_déYeG 25.9.1998.

5’,’?/.-'\ .
(O.P. Arya)”
4, On different dates_which are hasically in

of

persons seirving in different Para-Military “orces. were

taken

on deputation to Delhi Police. We take. liberty

in reproducing the representative order cdsuad 5.1.1999

wherehy certain Constables from Central

Force were taken on deputation. .

"In exercise of the Jowers

conterred by the Commissioner of Police,
Delhi, the Addl. Commissioner of Folice,
Estt., Delhi is__pleased  to tak: the
followling Constables on deputation  from
C.R.P.F. . to Delhi Police only ‘“‘or_ a
period of one. vear w.e.f. the dat: they

asume | thelr duties in Delhi Police, on

.
the usual terms and conditions:~"

Lesarve Police

-
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e By virtue of the present application,__ we

nropose to dispose of.  the above sglid Original

Applications. “They '~ "all "pertain to  the safme’
controversy or repatriation. _to their  parent

department.  Some of the applications welre filed after

the earlier filed applications, became ripe for
hearing. It was. considered. that since common

guestions were involved, therefore, they shouldf%eard

and decided together.

5. All the applicantslare assalling the order
repatriating  them to their parent department. The

order in OA 140/2004 reads:

"Subdect: - Repatriation of deputationists
Lo their parent Department. '

It has been decided to repatriate
all the police personnel taken on
denutation from BSF/ITBP/CRPF/CISF to
Delhl  Police, on 3rd of February 2004 to
accommodate candidates already selected
for the post of Constable and awalting
call letters since January, 2003. A list
of the deputationists is enclosed.

, The deputationists/oonstables may
be informed immediately against their
Rroper recelipt that  they will . be
repatriated on 3rd of Feb. Z004 to their
parent departments  and . . no further
extansion will be granted, The

“acknowledgement  in Loken of having noted
the contents of this letter by, the
Individuals may be kept on record.

(D.S. NORAWAT)
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF POLIGE
HDARS. (ESTT.): DELHT, ~

7~ The sald order is ‘belng. assailed on

. o ' .
Varlous  grounds, namely, that the order so passed is

diseriminatory, The épplicants“are'deemed to  have
been absorbed in Delhi Police as per Rule 17 of the
Delhl  Police (General Conditiohs of Service),-Rules,

1380,

'

In ahy éase;'they cannot be repatriated. and
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Mave & right  to . bhe considered - 7o permanent
absorntion. JIt o has  also been. assertoc . that large
number of vacancies are available and the respondents”

plea to the contrary is not correct.

&. Meedless to  state that irn the replies
filed, respondents  have controverted tlhe assertions

made hy  the applicants. They assert ih:t there has

neen  suppression  of  facts in some oFf the matters, ﬁ

Therefore, those apblioants‘should net be heard.  The #
Jurisdiction of fthis Tribunal to hear the 3pplioations ;
iz alsoe heing Challenged besides the marits of the -
matter, contending thét applicants have 16 right or

claim in  this regard, which  we $h$lL,“tékew up. ;

neraelnatter,

9, The FTirst and foremost question,

therefore, that arises isa:

a

Iy, TO EFFECT SUPPRESSION OF FACTS:~-

i0. Un an earlier occasion, CA 11319/2004, OA
180/2004 and OA 243/2004 had‘been conside-ed by thisg
Tribunal. It was nétioed by this Tribunz  that 42z of
the applicants had earlier filed an anp . ication in

this  Tribunal which was dismissed and Lv's fact has

»

heaen  sung

ressed.  Since  the  other app.icants had
Joeined  them in verifyving the wrong facts, therefore,
the entire applications were dismissedn. Applicants

flled Writ Petition (Civil) NoS.9562-944( ot 2004.

The Delhi High Court recorded on 31.5.201( 4



©

I

hecomes

pointed

"All_ theese petitions " beina.
‘ Oeﬂflﬁdlﬂ“;n nature and arising. out of a
common Tr bunajwm__ order. . d15m1551ngv,

petitioners”™ 0As are dlqooced of by this
common order. .

Petitioners are on deputation. to
Delhi  Police and have been ordered to be
repatriated to thelr respective parent
departments. They challenged  this . in
their respective 0As befare the Tribunal

on  the_ plea that the y had_ a__ right _of. .

absorption | 1n Delhi . Police. . w.The
Tribunal, however, . instead_ of - dealing
with thelr case on merit rejected theilr
Oks on the ground that 42 of them had
suppressed the dismissal of OAs -filed by
them earlier on the same subject matter..

Petitioners  grievance  is =~ two

fold. Firstly that they . had claimed
absorption in Delhil Police on several
grounds and secondly that even 1if 1t was
assumed that 42 of them had suppressed
some  information and had approached
Tribunal with unclean hands, the O0As
filed hy others could not have been
dismissed for this. :

We find merit in the plea because
aven 1f it was _accepted that 42 out of
these petitioners had approached Tribunal
with unclean _hands, it could not. have
constituted a basis for dismissal of OAs
filed by other petitioners. Thelr claim
tor absorption was required. to he
considered on merits. . It seems that
Tribunal had failled to take this in
regard and  had rejected the OAs of all
petitioners -on this basis. The Tribunal
order, therefore, <can t sustain and is
set aslide. Petitioners OAs 139/04,
140/04 & 243/04  shall  revive and. be
considered afresh by the Tribunal -and
disposed of on merits by appropriate

orders, We are informed that similar
matters are coming_up before it tomorrow.
Parties are, therefore, directed to

appear  before the Tribunal on 1.46.2004
and seek consideration on thelr revived
OAs also.

Dasti.”
I3

1. Keeping = in view the sald findings,

unnecessary to probe further in this regard.

12. . On_ behalf of_the respondents, 1t

that even the Delhi High Court felt that 47 of

them who  suppressed . the facts_ had ‘aphrdaohed
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Tribhunal  with Jncleaned hands, and therefore, _ their

claim  should be dismissed, . We have no "esitation 1in

rejecting  the sald argument because the  Delhi High

Court had only stated that claim on merit: should  bhe |

declded. Keeplng in view this important Finding which .

is  the penultimate finding, the ' above said facts

recorded, ”evenm'if;”itﬁwaswaocepted,that'#2%_ohE;Ab?if

these petitioners had approached Tribuna! ith unclean

hands™, cannot be highlighted by the resnoadents.

13, Gur attention _in this ragord by | the

respondents was drawn, besideslabove sald ‘acts, to OA
T271/2004. Learned counsel  for tha respondents
contended that there is a misstatement o, facts of
possibly  change of the last page of the relevant
clause illegally and therefore, the paiition ﬁust

fail.

14, Perusaliof the sald OA reveal ed that it
was  filed on 13.5.2004.  The applicarts therein

challenéed the arder of 14.5.200& which hes not even
passed on that date. It was equuently walﬁined that
when  the netition was filed on 13.5.7004, it was
returned by this Tribunal and thereafier 1t was
re-filed and this plea of the respondenis should not

he accepted.

15, We have no hesitation in re’ecting the

Ui

ald argument.

16. Rule % of the Central Adirinistrative

Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1987 reads as cnders

"5, Presentation and scrutiny of
applications.-~ (1) The Registrar, or the
officer authorised by him under rule 4,
shall endorse on every application the




date on which it is presented or | deemned
to  have  been presented under thdt rule
and shall sign the endorsemont

(z) If, an scrutiny, the
application 1is found to be in order, it
stall  be duly registered and given a
serial number. .

(3) If the application, on
scerutiny, 1s  found to be defective and
the defect hoticed is formal in _naturea_'
the Registrar may allow the party to
satisTy the same in his presence, and if
the sald defect is not formal in hature,
the Registrar may allow the applicant
such time to rectify the defect as he may

deem it [where an application is
received by registered post, the

applicant shall be informed of the
defects, 1f any, and he shall be required
to rectify the same within such time as
may be stipulated hy the ReglstraI]

[{4)(a) If the applioant fails to
rectify the defeact within the time
allowed under sub-rule (3), the Redgistrar
may, by order and for reasons to be
recorded 1n writing, decline to register
the application and place the matter

before the Bench for apnropriate
orders, 1"

17, Ferusal of the same clearly xhows that

when there are certain defedts in the’ petltlon, “the

same  can only be removed. Without the perm1331on oFf
the Tiribhunal, the relief clause could not_bgn changed
or interpolated, Neceséary applioafion‘for'amendment
must  be filled. It has not been done so0. In either
way 1f  the application was Filed eveﬁ before the
Impugned order_ was "passedimit_must“be;taken;'tQ“ be
without merit and in any case if there ié any c¢hange
which i not permitted in ‘law, Ehe 'petition
necessarily on this aspect has to faii. However,
Keeping in view the findings which we‘ have already
referred to above in the Writ Petition'filed,,we,must

delve on the merits of the matter,

IT) WHETHER THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HAS

THE JURISDICTION TO ENTERTAIN THE APPLICATION'—

B
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18. The”question“aﬁ_to"whether this_  _Tribunal

has  the durisdiction to Lhtertalin fhe @oplications

pertaining  to members of the oLer Arm(d Foroes who

are on deputation, Lhe learned ‘oounsel_,for the .

applicants had drawn our. attention_to the fact that in
an earller application filed by Sh. Satender Pdl and

Others (0A No.3202/2001, decided on 11.11.2002), this_

Tribunal had dismissed the application holding:

L 'We  have. | considered these
aspects. It 1s a well known fact that
cause of action is bundle of facts, which
constitute cause of action. Irn this
case, the guestion  of  absorptiosr  is
involved. For the purpose of absc ption
it is a well-settled principle the: the

concurrence of borrowing depar ment,
lending  department_ as well aw  the
enplovee is reduired, unle-e the
concurrence of all these three part es is
there, the employee cannot be absorived in
the horrowing . department. In Lno case
the leading department has not givan the
NOC  desplte the fact that the borowing
department has written letter Ffor this
purpose  for  granting of NOC b the
nresent  department which is a - 2%/  and
employees are also that of BSFE, w0 the
court  cannot assume the Jjurisdiceion to
give any direction to the BSF adthcr ities
as  bsectlion 2 of the AT Act doe. not
empower  the court . to entertain this
retition of member of any Armed forces
seeking a relief against Armed Forces.
Besides that since the parent depar tment
ltself has hot given the NOC Fd*uvf they
fave cdteqoricdllv reTuqed to give NOC
and  rather, BSF authorities had requested
the Rexmondents to relieve the
anplicants, <o they dle repdtrnkrkd as
per Annexure R-6, R-7,

19,
saic or der of this Tribunal by filing cwp
No. 7406 /2002,

The Delhi Migh Court had tet~aside the

sald  order primarily  on the,ground that since the

order  had been passed by the Lntelllgencn BJPeau,.ény“

challenoge to it \QUdT@l/ fell wlthln the ju'isdiétion

of the Tribunal and thereuponult_was~he1d:

The applioants‘théreih.had challenged the ‘
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",ﬁ,TWe;_find_wsubstanoewin_theqvplea
because petitionengwgqa@“wwaguﬂhﬂineoted
against order dated_1JJ1J#2002“Q$nmexure__w
A Lo 0A) passed by the . IR . .Whereby
petitioners were to _ he ordered  to be
repatriated. The Tribunal was required
Lo examine the validity of Cthis. order
first because it had taken over the issue
of  NOC. Since this order was passed by
the IB, any challenge to it Sdquarely fell
within the jurisdictionuofmthemTribunal.
Therefore, thengrdetmpaﬁﬁed“bywit,washing
its  hands off cannot sustaln and is set
aside. '

The Tribunal is resultantly
directed to revive OA  3202/2001 and_
consider it afresh and dispose it of by
passing appropriate orders under law.
Farties to appear before it on 2nd
December, 20072, T Meanwhile petitioner s«
Present status in IR which was protected
by the Tribunal vide interim order dated
£8.11.2001 shall not be disturbed till
diznosal of their OA within four months
of first appearance of parties, "

20. We know from the decision ip the case of

L. CHANDRA _KUMAR v. UNION OF INDIA AND .OTHERS, 1997

SCC (L&S) w77 that the Supfeme Court in. unambiguous
terms  held that right to seek Judicial reviey is one
of  the basic structure of the Constitution and all
decisions of  the AdmihistrativemTribunal would be
subject  to the scrutiny beforg the Diyisiﬁn_ééhohjwofm*
the  High Court wifhih whose,jurisdictionvthe'Tribunal
concerned  Tell. Keeping in view the said Finding of
the Supreme Court, we have not the least hesitation to
conclude  that the decisions of the High Courts would
bind this Tribunal because this Tribuhal has allJIndia

iurisdiction,

. 7
21. However, respondents learned counsel
contended  that the question raised about the inherent
lack of jurisdiction of this Tribunal, had not beén

aditated or raised before the Delhi High Court and




conzeguently, the
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sald decision cannot b.ond ™.

th
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Tribunal and the question_ ralsed. by th: respondents

can

decisions  of the Apex Court which are sub silehtio on

still be considered.

™3
N3
B

£)

the Su

Drame Court inmihe_casg'of STATE OF U.P.

Our attentlon was drawn to t.e decision

Ve SYMTHETICS & CHEMICAL LTD. & aMi. . (1991) 4

159, The Supfeme Court held the: even

the

certain  facts and law would not ba a binding

precedent.  The Supreme Gourt held:

“h, Does this principle exi=r and
apply to a conclusion of law, wiich was
nelther raised nor nreceded ok any
consideration. In other words can suoh
conclusions he considered as declarsion of
Taw? Here wagain the English ocour s . and

Jjurists have carved out an exception to the

rule  of precedents. It has been oexalained

as rule of sub-silentioc. "4 decision passes
]

sub silentio, in  the technical seneey that
has come to be attached to that phrase, when
the particular point of law involwvead in the
decision 1s not perceived by the ccurt or
nresent to its . mind." . (Salpand on
Jurisorudence 12th  Edn., p. 195, in
Lancaster Motor.  Co. - (London) Lt V.

Bremith Ltd. the Court did not Ffeel bound
by  the earlier decisionh as. it was rohdered
‘without any argument, without refarence to
the c¢crucial words of the rule and uvithout

any ciltation of the authority’. _t  was
approved by this = Court in Municipal
Corporation of Delhi v. Gurnam Kaur The

bench held that, “precedents L sub--s lentio

and without argument are of no moment . The
courts thus have taken recourse to  this

principle  for relieving from inustice .
perpetraten by unjust precedennﬁ. A

decision which is not express and -s not

founded on  reasons nor it Dﬁoccvdb on.

consideration of isslue cannot be daarned to

e a law declared to have a bindiny effect
3 i= contemplated by Articie 141,
Uniformity _and. consistency. are core of
judicial discipline. But that whicl ¢ scapes

®

in the Jjudgment without any occasion is not

ratio decidendi. In B.Shama Rao v Union
Territory of Pondicherry (AIR 1967 S( 1480)
it was observed, "it is trite to sov that a

decision i=s binding . not . because «f its.

conclusions  but in regard to its rat’o and

the princinles, laid down. therei. . Any
declaration or conclusion arrived yithout

T

e
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application of mind or preceded without any
FERTON cannot be‘dgemedhtpmbemdgolarﬁiion~of
law or authority Qﬁwa”generalwnaturg;binding
A% a orecedent. Reaﬁrainedhinwdissenking_or
overruling 1is Tor sake of stability and
uniformity  but rigidity bevond reasonable

Timits 1s inimical to the growth of law."”
23, It 1s this principle .which @ is being

nighlighted,

24,  The Administrative Tribunals had been set
up  prlmarily  to deal with_the service matteré. The .
Administrative. Tribunals Act had béen passed and the
Adminlstrative Tribunals . draw all their powers  from
the provisions of Agministratiygﬁfr;b@nalgiﬁdph']9853”
The Tribunals are creation of the statdte and‘if the
Act  does not give the power to the Tribunél, it lacks
of  inherent jurisdictioh to hear the matters in this

regard,

2

3 5

. Section 2 of the Administraﬁive Tribunals
Act. 1985 specifically provides that this provision of
the Act does not apply to ocertain foioers and
persons., Tt reads as under:

"The provisions of this Act shall
not apply to -_

{a) any member of the naval, military
or alr Torces or of any other
armed forces of the Union:

(bl [ omitted ]

() - any offlcer or servant of the
Supreme Court or of. any High
Court lor courts subordinate
theretol: :

{d any person appointed to the
secretarial staff of either House
of  Parliament or to the

secretarial staff of any State
Legislature or a House' thereof
or, _in__the __case _of._ a_ Union -
Térritory having a Legislature,
of that_Legislature." :
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Z8.  Section 14 of the Act

Administrative Tribunal., It reads:-

14, Jurisdiction, powers and a.tliority
of the Central Administrative Tribunsl - (1)
Save as otherwise expressly provided ir this
Act, the Central Administrative Tt bunal
Shall exerclse, .on and from the anpcinted
day, all the jurisdiotion, powe s and
authority exercisable immediately refore

that day by all courts (except the Supreme.

Court in relation to-

(&) recraitment, and matters Seercirning
recrulitment, to any All-India Servise or

Lo any eoivil service of the Unsien o @&

civil  post under the Union or to & post

connected with defence or in the Je*ence
services, being, in either case, o post
filled by a civilian:

(h) ®wll service matterS'concerning~

(1) a8 member of ahy‘A11~India‘Service:
or .

(11) a person [not being a member (f an
All-India Service el a’ person
referred to in Cclausa (c)]
appointed  to any civil service of ,
the Union or any civil post inder
the Union: or

(111) & c¢ivilian [not being a menber of
an  All-India Service or a nErson
referred to in clause (c)]
appointed tgo any defence secrvices
Or & post connected with deferca,

and pPertaining to the service of  such

member, herson or civilian, in
connection with the affairs of the Wrion
or of any State or of any local cr o:her
authority withinp the'territory of 1dia

o under the control of the Governnent

of India or of any corporation [or

soclely]  owned or controlled by the

Bovernment

(c)y all service malters pertainin: to
service  in connection with the- atfeirs
oF the Union concerning a person

BAPPOinted to any service o most

referrad to  in sub~clause (ii) or
sub-clause (1ii) of clause (b), being a
person  whose services have been slased
by & State Government or any . local or
other authority or any corporatior for
soclety]l  or othep body, at the disnosal
of  the Central Government for 5 1ch
dppointment, :

urthse -~ tells

us

about  the urisdiction ~and nowers._ of ,T1e  Central
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[Explanation.-~ For fhe removal of doubts, 1t .

i hereby declared. . that _neferences, to:
"Union” in this“,_bub ~section. shall. be.
construed as including refe renoes also fowa,
Union territory. ]

(z) The Central Government may, by

notification, apply. with effect from such
date as may be specified in the notification

the provisions of sub-section (3) to . local.

or other authorities within the territory of
India or under the control of the Government
of India and. to corporations [or societ1es]

owned or controlled by Government, not being
a local or other authority or oorporatlon‘

{or soclety] controlled or. owned by a State
Government

provided that if the Central Government
considers it expedient so to do for . the
purnose of facillitating transition to the
scheme  as envisaged by, this Act, different

dates may bz  so specified under this -

syub-section in respect of different classes
of  or different categories under any class
of, local or other authorities . or
corporations [or societies].

(33 Save as otherwise expressly provided in

this Act, the Central ~Administrative
Tribunal shall also exercise,. on and from
the date with effect from which . the

nrovisions of this sub-section_ apply to any
local or other authority or corporation {or
societyl, all the jurisdiction, powers and
authority exercisable immediately before
that date by all courts (exoept the Supreme
Court) in relation to-

(a) recruitment, _ and _ _matters concerning
recrultment, to any service or post-. in
connection with the  affairs. of such
local or other authority or corporatlon
lor societyl: and. - -

{(b) all <service matters oohoerning'a person
lother™ than a person referred to in
clause (a) or clause (b) of sub- ‘seCtion

(131} appointed to any service or post in .

connection with the affairs ™ of “such
local or other authority or corporation
for societvy] and pertalnlng to the’

service of | such, person _in_ - conneotldn;

with such affairs.”

™)

77, A conijeint  reading of “Section® 2’

apply to a member of an Armed Foroe. Sectlon

cand
14 would show.as,resodndeﬁts afgued,thét this .

Tribunal may have no )UllbdlCLth beCduse the Aot doe« '

14

opened ltself with'the words; Save as otherw1s¢
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expressly oprovided - in  this Act, . Therafore, the
nrovisions of Section 14 are subject to the provisions

of Section 72 of the Act.

78, However, as already polntec above and

held in  the case of L. ﬂChandra_Kumér (=upra)_ . that

once the orders of-. this Tribunal arc subject to.

judiclial review, the decisions of the Hinh Court- would
hind this Tribunal. It oannbt he statec that the

order of the High Court was sub silentlo hecause thils

Tribupal had invoked Section 2 and Cpiemissed  the
anpplication. Rut the Delhi High Court in 1its wisdom
has held that once the order passed by the ~concerned

oFFicer is within the purview and jurisdiction of this

Tribunal, this Tribunal has - the juricdiction to

entertain Lthe application like true soldicer bows his

Fead to the sald decision.

29, Respondents relied upon the Jecision of

the Supreme Court by the hespondents in the case of

MAJOR _M.R. PENGHAL v. UNION OF  INDIA AN, OTHERS, ,‘JT,W

tgag (%) SC 624. The sald oa%e pertains to Postal

Department. The person was worklna on u;nitatlon w1th:'"

the  Army. &  temporary commis51on was Jlven. The

-

as to whether the. Céntﬁal'Admiﬁistrativ& Tribunal*will=

have Jurisdiction to entertdln the application or not.

The Supreme Court held that the sald parson oould not_

he treated as Army personnel and conoiumac:

“g,  As stated above. ¢lthough
the appellant was selected by ihe Postal
Department for appointment to the post of
clerk, but he could not be uL\en any
apnointment due,to want of vaca rey in.the

question for consideratiqnﬂbefdre the Apsx Court was.

—
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unit = of his | cholce. Under' such
clreumstances, | the appellant was ‘offered.

an dpholntment to. work as._a. glerk in the. . . .
Army Postal 5erv1@e on the condltlon that, .o Lo
e would remain a civilian employee * on
deputation in the Army. The Vappellant
accepted the aforesaid offer and. agreed.

to the conditions that he would revert to

the civil appointment  in _ Posts and
Telegraphs Denartment onﬁhis“release from }
the _Indian Army Postal, Service. With ’
these conditions, the appellant continued

Lo serve in  the Army as a permanent
employee of the Posts and Telegraphs
Department on deputation and was promoted

HD  to the rank of a Major in the. Indian
ATTIY . Howeveir, the appellant was only
given a temporary commission and he
worked as  such till the date when_ his
relinduishment was ordered. The
aforesald facts clearly demonstrate that ' -
the appellant has a lien with the Posts ?
and Telegraphs Department = working on '
deputation in the Indian Army  Postal’

Service and at no point of time  the .
appellant became a full-fledged army

personnel. Since the appellant was not a

member  of the Armed Forces and continued

Lo work as & civilian on deputation to

the Army Postal Service, his case was

covered under Section 14(1)(a) of the
Addministrative Tribunals Act. In that

view of the matter, the High Court was

right in redecting the writ petition

Filed by the appellant,  whereas the

Central Administrative Tribunal
erironaously  accepted the claim of the

appellant that he is an army personnel,

we, therefore, uphold the judgment : _and

order of the High Court dismissing the

wirlt  petition filed by the appellant

Since the appellant while holding c¢ivil ]
post was working in the Army Postal '
Service on deputation, the Central !
Administrative Tribunal had jurisdiction :
to  entertain and decide the -;original

application filed hy the appellant.,  We
accordingly set aside the order dated 3
31-1-1997  passed . by . the . Central

Administrative Tribunal, Principal Bench, oo
New Delhi, and remand the case to. it to . ,
decide expeditiously Original Appllcatlon !

No. 1647  of 1996 of the appellant, on
merits,” ' ‘

30. However, provisionévof‘séétion 2 had-not
heen  considered and, therefore, the d961>10n of the‘ f
Supreme  Court in the facts of the case canndt be held
Lo be  the question in_controversy. We, fthefefofe,

hold Keeping in view the ratio-deci dendi-of the Delhi” -
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High Court that we have no option but _to conclude that

this  Tribunal neoessarily_must“hayﬁnamjuri%diotion to

antertaln the application.

ITI) WHETHER THE APPLICANTS ARE BEING DISCHININATED:

51. Learned counsel for the applicents urged

that  in  the past, some of the other persons who had

been taken on deputation with Delhi Police mad been.
absorbed while the applicants are being diszriminated. .
He referred to us para 5.17 in OA 140/2070  wherein

namesz of such persons have been given-who jad  been

absorbed on 22.11.2000.

37, The guestion for consideration .s as  to

whether in the facts of the case it can be termed - to “T

be discrimination or not. Learned colnsel ra.ied Upon

the decision of the Supreme Court in the casse of STATE

QF MYSORE AND ANOTHER v. H. SRINIVASMURTHY, AIR 1976

SC 1104,  Perusal of the said Judgement revezls - that

auestion for consideration before the Suprere Court

was 1T the person was on deputation and ab=orbed and

1T it was  to be so done from the date he came  on

deputation. The Supreme Court held:

17, 0On the other hand,4it is an
undisputed fact that six other emplovess,
whao were  similarly situated, Ware
absorbed from the dates on which 1Ihey
initially Jjoined duty, after deputat ion
to  the Polytechnics. It is not the ciase
of  the appellant Cthat this, princiole
whereby the ahsorption in the Dgpartmont
of  Technical Education was related back
to  the date on which a person  inpitially
came on  deputation, was ever departed
from, excepting in the case of  lhe
respondent, This being the . case, ihe
High Court was right in holding that {he
State Government had evolved a principle
“that 1f & person was deputed to 1|he
Oepartment of Technical Education Trom

e,
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another department andAhehstayequon_,inhﬂ__
that other department for & . reascnable.
long time his ~ absorption  1in that
department should be made to relate back
to the date on which he was initially
sant., " There was no  Justificatilon
whatever Lo depart,from“this“principle of
policy in the case of the respondent, who
was, in- all material respects,... in . the
same situation as K. M., Chetty. . Very
rightly, the High Court has_ held that his
“impermissible reversion” for a _short
while in 1955 to the parent. . department
was no ground to.hold that he 'was nhot
similarly situated as: K. Narayanaswamy
Chetty. This so-called reversion to the
parent Department for a short period_ . in
1955-56 could not by any reckoning -be
treated as a break in his service, this
period having been treated as leave. Not

did it amount to reduction in -rank. In
Aany case, Lhis ‘reversion’ ‘was nhot
ordered owihg to any  Ffault @ of - the-
respondent. It is not the .appeflamitd:

case that the respondent’s work in the
Department of Technical Education was
found unsatisfactory or that he was not
otherwise suitable or qualified to hold
the post of Talloring Instructor in that
Depar tment. That he was suitable to be
absorbed in that post, is manifest from
the recommendation of the Public Service
Commnission and 1is implicit in | the
impugned order, itself.”

33. That  is , not the. controyérsy hefore us.
Therefore, the cited decision must . be held to ' he

distinguishable. L I

i haed

24, This dguestion had been 6dnsideréd by the

Tribunal in the case_of_ ARJUN SINGH NEGI v." UNTON -QE

INDIA & ORS.. O.A.NO{466[20035 decided on 28.2.2003.

Therein also it was agitated that two other persons have
heen absorbed permanently. It was held that it .is always
in individual cases that has to be looked into on 1ts own

merits. in fact, the Supreme Court.in the case of THE

STATE _OF HARYANA & ORS. v. RAM KUMAﬁ MANN,'JT 1997 (3)
sc 450 had commented upon the doctrine of disoriminatioﬁ.
The Supreme Court heldwthat,Government,in“its‘pwn,réasohs
can  give permission in similar cases to -some of 'tﬁe

emplovees to withdraw theif«resignations,. The doctrine

Q/Oo
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of disecrimination is founded  upon existence of an

enforceable right..  Article _l#.would apply.. only .. when. i

invidious discrimination is meeted out to ecuals.

35, In the present case before usz, as is patent
from the impugned order, all persons taken on deputation
are  helng repatriated.. We have already-raﬁroduoedlabove
the sald order. Once a common decision haz been taken,
it cannot be stated that the applican’s are being
dizcriminated merely because some other peréons in the
vear 2000 were absorbed. Eguality has to b2 seéﬁﬂ amondg
the egqguals. Once all persons on deputalticon are belng
repatriated from whatever Force, we.hévelno ﬁesitation.in
concluding that the applicants oannot.staté that they are
baelng discriminated. Resultantly, we reject this

argument,

Iv. IF THE APPLICANTS ARE DEEMED TO _BE A3SORBED

IN DELHI POLICE:

£

o

. The arguments advanced have Jeen that
some  of the applicants had been working for more than
5 vears on  deputation. The Rules nrovide Tor

absorption and, therefore, it is contendsd that the

applicants must be deemed to have been absuarned.

(W3]

7, After the argumerts had been soncluded,

the respondents pointed to us the decision ¢’ the Full:

Bench  of  this Tribunal in the matter of NET RAM

RIS % . 5. 1 8

CHOURSIYA v, UNION _ OF INDIA iy OTHERS,

G.A.No. 1801/2003, rendered on 5.7.2004. 1Tn the cited

casa,  those applicants were working as Cons:ables-riﬂ”fj-‘*7“

Border Saecurity Force, They " had wined the

(,‘—-\
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Intellivence RBureau during the vear 1996Pa31 Security
drzsietant (General),_initiallwaor,a”pefipd“”of five
years but continued on deputation. They were not
absorbhead and were repatriated to théir parent

organisation. The following question_had_been',posedA

for the decision of the Full Bench:

"1, Whether the applicant can be deemed
Lo have been absorbed in I.B. ‘Under “the
respondents  irrespective of the instructions.
an the subiect?

Z. Whether the applicant has a right to
be considered for absorption in I.B.without
the consent of Mis pareaent department? '

~

3. Generally."
38, The Full Bench considered various

nrecedents and answered the same:

YO Applicants cannot be deemed to
have been absorbed in IB  under
the respondents irrespective of
the instructions on the subject.

{723 The applicants have no right to:
be considered for absorption in
IB  without the consent of the
barent department in terms of
instructions contained in 1B oM
dated 13.1.1992, L

(3) Does not arise.”

39, Keeping. in view the decision of the

Larger Bench, in its broad principle, .the atgument
advanced that after the applicants had quked_fof more
than % vears and therefore, they are déemed to be
shzorbed, must fail. |

40, There 1is another wa} of, looking ét thé
same  matter, The question of deemed abédrption='does
not arise because there is precious liﬁtle -on tﬁe
record to indicate that the oonsént,of the parent

depar tment has been obtained.




41, It was urged that under the Jelhl Police

At Fules _havewnbeen,mﬂjrdmed_waﬁd CIhzrefore, . in.
accordance with the Delhil Police (General Conditions

ot  Service) Rules, 1980, there could b2 permanent

absorption of the applicants in Delhi Polize. _ .

47, The sald argument shall be cdnsidered
hereinafter wherein 1t  is contended that the sald
persons have right of consideration for being absorbed
in Delhi Police. Perusal of Rule 17 of C=lhl Police
(Ganeral Conditions of Service) Rules, 1980 clearly

“hows that it does _ not contemplate the deemed

ahsorption. Resultantly, the sald argument must fall.

43, Pertaining to  the sems rgument

reference  has been made to the decisior ¢f RAMESHWAR

LELELNRA N LE LSS

PRASAD v. MAMAGING DIRECTOR, U.P. EﬂQKI?A NIRMAN

NIGAM LIMITED & ORS.. JT>1999 (7) SC %4 which will be

in-appropriate. wWe shall deal with the said decision
hereinatter again but paras 14 and 15 oY the decision! ‘

in  the case of Rameshwar Prasad (supra’ are being

~

ranroduced helow For the sake of faclli. v:

14, We agree with the learned
Counsel for the Respondent No.! end make’
it clear . that an emoloyee Wi 1s on
deputation has no right to be dl\kaEd in
the service where he is working  on
deputation.,  Howevepr, . in soms ofses 1t
may depend upon statutory rules to  the

S contrary. _ _If . rules._ provice for
absorption of employees ‘on ocerutation
then such employee -has a riglt to  be

considered for absorption in accordance
with the sald rules._ As quotad above,
Rule 16(3) of the Recruitment Riules of
the Nigam _and _Rule . 5. of . ihe U.P.
Avsorption of Government Servents  in
Public Undertakings Rules, 1984 trovides.
for absorption of an emplovee uhc are on
deputation,
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_ 15. In. the . _._ present _ case, .

_considering, . the _facts, 1t is __apparent-

that action _ of respondent No.l..in _not _ .
passing _the__order Tor  repatriation  or
absorption qua the _ respondent . wasg
unjustified and arbitrary. On the basis
of Rule 16(3) of the Recruitment Rules,
appellant was appointed on deputation In % =
May 1985, He was relieved. from his
narent department on 18th November, 1985
and Joined Nigam on 19th November, 1985,
Under Rule S of the U.P..  Absorption.. of. .

Government Servants. ...in_. . Public.
Undertakings Rules, 1984, he was required
to file an application. for his absorption.

in employment of Nigam. - Thereafter . on..
the basis of letter dated 22.12.1987
written by the G.M. (H&) and on the
hasis of the letter dated 350.12.1987
written by the G.M. (NEZ), he opted for
continuation and absorption in service of
Nigam by letter dated 31st December 1987.
The General Manager (N.E.Z.) by _ letter
dated 17th September, 1888 wrote to the
GM o (H&) that appellant’s service record
was excellent; he was useful in service
and as he was about to complete 3 vyears
on deputation, appropriate order of
absorption be passed.. Wothing was heard
Trom the General Manager. Further. on
19-11-1990, as_ soon as the appellant
completed S vears of deputation, his
deputation allowance was stopped with
effect from that date. The @appellant
continued in service without any break,
As  ner Rule 4 of the U.P. Absorption of.
Government Sarvants in Public
Undertakings Rules, 1984 which was
admittedly applicable, provides that no
government servant shall ordinarily. be
parmitted  to remailn on deputation, for a
neriod exceeding 5 years. = If the
appellant was not  to be absorbed, he
ought to have been repatriated in the
vear 1990 when he had completed 5 vears
of  =wervice on deputation. By not doing
20, the appeliant = is seriously
nreiudiced. The delay or inadvertent
inaction. on the part of the Officers of
the Nigam in not passind appropriate
order would not affect the appellant’s
right to be absorbed.”. -

Perusal of the findings @ as we11_~aé theA Fules
applicable to the respondents before ¢hé'8upreme Court
clearly  zhow _ that _there was _ a_ timehxliMit”,,for
deputation prescribed. Rule 4 clearly phovided that
“No,_GoverhmentuServant“shall“ordiharily,bem pérmitted.'{
te  remaln  on deputatién for a pefiod‘gxqeeding fivq

B
t .

vears”., Thereafter, the subsequent rule provided for '
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absorption of such persons.  In the matter wefore. the
SUnr eme Court,,themperson§wwene,continuingltn work and
in Tace of the rules referred to above na~ticularly

Sub-rule (1) to Rule %5 of the Uttar. Pradesh Absorption

ot Government Servants i1n Public Undertakiinis. Rules,

1ag4, it was held that the concerned parson stand

absorbed in the service of Nigam. .

iy, That 1s not the position bofore us.
There i no such rule corresponding to Rule 4 of the
Rules applicable in  the matter before iso Supreme

Court. In face of the aforesald, the Hlea

applicants are deemed to have. beean absorbed

particularly in those cases where they have uvorked for -

5 years or more, must Tail.

W, IF THE APPLICANTS HAVE RIGHT TQO BE CONSIDERED

FOR_BEING ABSORBED TN DELHI POLICE{

43, Rule 5 of the Delhi Police (Anrointment &
Recrultment) Rules, 1980 deals with recruliment to the
Oelhl Police and Clause (h) of the same reads as
under :

(k) Notwithstanding :arything

contained in these - Rules, whers the
administrator/Commissioner .of Police is

of opinion that it .is . necesscr: or
expedient in the interest of work s« to
do, he may make . appointments o all

non-gazetted categories of both exec. tive
and minlsterial cadres of Delhi’Police on
deputation basis by drawing suitable
persons  Trom any other State(s) or tnion
territory or Central Police Organisetion
or any other  force, Whete such
appolintments are made by the Commissioner
of  Pollce, the same shall be reported to
the administrator Torthwith. Such
appolntments. on _-deputation basis <hall
also  be subject to orders issued by the
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Govt. of India/Delhi Admiant
© time to time governi
governmentﬂservan&&

1t permits taking personimgx
Organisations or anyAﬁothéﬁZ
Rule

Delhi PFolice.

been relied upon,
to sanction permanent,agsoiA
upper and lower subordfn
concurrence of

State/Union territory

Organisation. The said Rule r

sl e
upper
police forces
Commissioner
sanction

territories
Organisations, '
with the concurr'nce o
Folice  force _
territory, or
Organisation
Commissioner
permanent trai
subordinates i
inspectors wit.
permanent

force
permanent
Delhi Police to i
vice-versa, the Commissio e
shall obtain the prior‘sg
Administrator.”

46, There was some oontrové

u

U

as
under Rule 5(h) of Delhi 'Police ‘xAnﬁoif~

Recruitment) Rules, 1980_ or hot.



- 47._ This is the only enabling

permits _ certain _persons of  the
Organisation or State Poli

serve in Delhi Police.

decision of the e
ROOPLAL _AND _ANOTHER v.

SECRETARY. DELHI__AND OT
gquestion before ‘théu'Sup é%é e
different. Before the SQb 

was as to if they were entit

Supreme Court ‘in the,cqﬁ,

distinguishable.

49.  The applical
transfer, i.e., by way of
Police. The expréssio@

doe

Y

not imply that i

regularly in Delhi Police.

therefore, the expression

deputation.
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regular

other conditions which we have ref

not be repeated. Thisi
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Lrs B
interpretation of Rule e

of this Tribunal in OAﬂZSQIJ ﬁéﬁeciﬂén

and the t

impugﬁéd order is

o "Rule _
Conditions Rul
right in favou
absorption. It
the Commissioner

s 4 s L

lower subordinate
other States/Uni
Central Police Organiss
consent and subject to ti
the Head of the Polic

Accordingly the
absorption '
deputationist
absorption,

which absorption
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In  the present case, this Tri:umal had
carlier directed in _ common . dudoment
passed In O0.A.No.1421/91 and similar

other applications that if the applicant
e cle a representation, it would be
conzidered by the respondents and if the
applicant  was found to possess the
reguisite qualifications underitie Rules
on  the date of the impugned |order of
repatriation, that is, on 23.1.1991., he
may be absorbed if otherwise  found
eligible for absorption. Admittedly, on
72.1.1991, the applicant had oqo sad the
age of 40 years and, therefore, (if he was
not  ahwsorbed., he has no reasonable or
valid ground to challenge the lorder of
his repatriation. We may also point out
a decision of the Supreme Court in State
of  Madhya Pradesh and others vs.  Ashok
ODeshmukh and another, 1988 (3) SLR 336,
which says that in the absencq of bias
and mala fides, an order of repatriation
made in administrative exigencies c¢annot
be challenged. We, therefore., Tind no
merit in this A5 A Accordingly it
deserves to be dismissed.” Rty

| [

We are in agreement with the
shove findings of the Tribunal as it is
settled law that a deputationist}has no
legs] and vested right tol liflesist
repatriation to his parent department.
The petitioner was repatriated as far
hack as ~oh " August '8, 1992 | @M " he -
continued to agitate this questionibefore
the Tribunal as well as before this
Court. We do not find any ground to take
a contrary view than the wview as
expressed by the Tribunal in the Erésant
caze. The petition is, therefore, devoid
of merit and the same is ﬁiLmissed
accordingly.” ;

This provides the answer to the argumeht so much

thought of by the learned counsel.

|

:

Bt
1 |

B

N2 s In fact, the Supreme Court }nithe case of
L [

STATE OF PUNJAB AND OTHERS v. INDER SIQ#H'AND OTHERS,

(18973 & SCC 372, held that a person &nj deputation

cannot clalm permanent absorption on deputation post.
3.  Learned counsel for the applicants in

fact urged vehemently that once the ruleﬁ provide that

0 perzon on deputation can be taken and permanently



e e
ahsorbed. therefore, they have right to be considered
and once that right is defeated and 1§_ not being
aiven, the Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution are
viclated. Qur attention in this regard was drawn
towards the decision of the Supreme Court in the case
of ' G MUNIYAPPA NAIDU v. STATE OF _KARNATAKA _AND
OTHERS., AIR 1976 - §C '237?. Therein also, the

deputationist Senior Health Inspectors were claiming a
similar right of permanent absorption and the Supreme
Court held that such a right did not exist. It was
helcd that there was no scope under the Cadre and
Recrultment Regulations for their absorption and it
was impermissible to do so. This shows that the cited
decision was confined to the peculiar facts that were
before the Supreme Court and is distinguishable.

LYy

5, Im the case of STATE OF ANDHRA PRADESH

AND _ANOTHER v. SADANANDAM AND OTHERS, AIR 1989 sC

2060, the Supreme-Court held: . N AT o e et

Ol We are now only left with the
reasoning of the Tribunal that there is no
Justification for the continuance of the old
Rule and for personnel belonging to other
zones being transferred on promotion to
offices in other zones. In drawing such
conclusion, the Tribunal has travelled beyond
the limits of its jurisdiction. We need only
point  out that the mode of recruitment and
the category from which the recruitment to a
service should be made are all matters which
are  exclusively within the domain of the
executive, It is not for judicial bodies to
sit in  judament over the wisdom of the
executive in choosing the mode of recruitment
or  the categories from which the recruitment
should be made as they are matters of policy
decision falling exclusively within the
purview of the executive. As already stated,
the aquestion of filling up of posts by

persons belonging to other local categories
or zones 1s a matter of administrative
necessity and exigency. When the Rules

provide for such transfers being effected and
when the transfers are not assailed on the
ground of arbitrariness or discrimination, the
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|
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|
nolicy of transferﬁ_uwédgptedh by the
Government cannot be struck down by Tribunals
|
|

\Bq or Court of Law."

Tt i< obvious that Supreme Courtmhéld that if there is
a policy framed, it should be aéhered to. But asg
would be noticed hereinafter, the policy is subiject to
change and in the present case, thé policy adopted has
been not to absorb any of the deputationists.
Resultantly, even the cited %a§e will have no

application to the facts of the present case.
B4

| |
|
{ |

\ i

55, Our attention in thiséﬁegard was drawn to

i
the letter written from the Offick of Commissioner of
Police 1in the year 2000 referringito the fact thaf

|
|
|

there 1is a policy that after one Aear, a person who

has served on deputation, can be considered.

|
{
|
L
|
|

%56 . our attention waS’fqrﬁher drawn towards
rage 6 of the counter reply in 0A11293/2004 that there
were certain guidelines in this r%gﬁrd.

| |
5 Oon record., no such éuidelines have been

1
nroduced,. BRut the policy decision or guidelines in’L
|

this regard can always be adjudi%afed on basis of the
material placed before us. As w%uid be noticed. the
respondents have taken a decision nbt to absorb anylof
the deputationists, The reasonigiven is that mare

|
than 500 Constables have been recruited and,

therefore. the deputationists must%be reverted back.
It is obvious that there is é chahg? in fhe policy and
what, has been referred to abové on behalf of the

o
applicants will cut a little icb in the backdrop of

these facts.
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58, in that event, learned counsel for__ the
annlicants f1&s cdrawn our attention to vacancy

pozitions to demonstrate that sufficient number of
nozts of Constables are still available. Even if the
new Constables recruited or absorbed. <still there

wolllad bhe =sufficlient vacancles.

59, This s e poliey decision. The

apnlicants had been taken on deputation as per the

recuiremnent. We have already referred to above that
the applicants have no right to be absorbed. ~If ° the -
respondents  do not intend to absorb them permanently,

they cannot insist in thié regard. In this view of
the matter, availability of the posts will not confer

& right on the applicants.

60, In fact, most of the present applicants
had  earlier also Tiled Petitions in the Delhl High
Court, Writ Petitions No.9100—9226/2003 came up
hefore the Delhl High Court on 27.1.2004. The Delhi

Hiah Court dismissed the Petitions holding that:

"We have heard the counsel for

the petitioners. wWe do not find any
force in the submission of counsel for
the petitioner. The petitioners are
recruited personnel of CISF, ITBP and
CRPF . Their period of deputation to the
Delhl Police was Tor one vyear. Even

though 1t was contended before us that
Ministry of Home ATffairs has settled the
terms  for deputation for three years but
Oelhi Police has taken the petitioners on
deputation for a period of one vear,

therefore, they cannot claim that they
are entitled for deputation to a period
of three vyears. Even otherwise if
certain posts are to be filled in Delhi

T T e S B B B A S T T, A et

Police whether for the purpose of. new
recruitment or in terms of the affidavit

T R S b A e

which has been filed in Public Interest
Litigation in_ _other writ petition _that

B Tt e

itself cannot give right to the
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or for further COhtthdtlon of deputatlon

ar moreover these oooortumlties o1

employment <should be givem to. other

\/1 nersons who are unemploved and are
( seeking emplovyment as Con«tdble in Delhi
Police. The petitioners who ha e already

been working with the Lrespectivg

paramilitary organisations have‘no vested

richt for appointment or continuation of

their deputation if respondeht do__not

desire the same. However, Mr. Bhushan
has contended that children pf some of
the petitioners are studyipng (if .the

transfer order 1is given e?fect from
5.7.2004, it would entail hardkhlp to the
children who are studying ip - schools.
Mr- . D.S. Norawat, DCP (Headauarter)
Delhi Police is present in thel Court. He
says that they will not 1mp1@ment the
transfer order till 30.4. 2004, "

(Empha#is added)

This answers the arguments of the applicants. Because \'
s  far back as January, 2004, their claim had been '
rejected, keeping 1in view the hardship, they were

granted stay to implement Lhe transfer order till
30.4.2004, wWwe were informed that lthereafter the
General Elections were placed. It wasifollowed by the
impugned orders. A fresh bunch of petﬁtjons have been
filed. Totality of their facts indicate that there is

\

no merit therelin.

61, For the reasons givén above, the
aforesaid Original Applications must be held to be

without merit. They fall and are dismissed.

s B

\MNe N UPQUIIT YRy o8

Member (A) | | Chairman

q. 7.8k
SNGN/

9.7.2004 ‘

At this stage, leamed counselﬁ for the applicant;s request

that some time may be granted to chalj.enge this order,

We allow
the applicants time upto 19.7%2004.

o The interim order passed in
individual cases would contirmue till l9s7.‘Z)O4.
Issue DASTI order. |

( ReK. Upadhyaya )

( V&S, Aggarwal
Membe r A) e

;;Chairman
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