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OPEN COTJL T - .. - - 

CENTRAL ADA11NIST ATIVE TRIBUNAL 
,J.\LLAH •• D BE Na-I ALLA-I AB I• D • ----- ~-___,,,....... 

Original - 
plication ·0.918 of 1999. 

,, 
tllahabad this the 68th day of ~iay 2003. 

VindesHweri Prasad 
Son of Sri Khunnu Lal 
• ged about 28 years, 
Resident" of Village Maya Ram-K~-Pura, 
Post- .. ilhapur, District Kausherro L, 

• • .e • • ••• ' • /Ip p l ic ant • 

(By Advoc·ate : Sri K. P. Singh) 

versus. 
I • 

1. Uni0n of India 
through Secretary 
Ministry of Defence, 
New Delhi. 

2. Union of India 
~l:ir''?ugh Dy Director G?neral 
Jilitary Farm, farmy I1ead-~arters 
• -,-~G's Branch, Block No.3, 

R·.K. Puram, Jew Delhi-110066. 

3. 
\ 

The Director of Jvi.ilitary Farm, 
~ ad- tuarters, Central .Command, 
·~ucknow-2. 

Officer Inc hacoe , 
'1.ili tary. Farm, 
llahabad, 

4. 

•••••••••• Responden 

(By j\jjvocate ,: Sri aje ev Sharma) 

ORDER __ ..,,. _ 
. 

By this o •.• , filed under section 19 of .' minis-tr9ti- 

Tr Ibuna Is Act 1985, the applicant has c hal l~ngea his ve rba 
\ 

termination order dated 11.01.1999 passedby Officer Inchar 

f:"ilitary Farm, Allahabad. The applicant has also prayed. 

for :§direction.to the respondents to regularise t~ servi 

of xhe applicant. 

2. The. undisputed 

-as Casual Labour on 

~~~ 
fac,ts /f that the applicant was enga 

01.02.1990 by .re sponde rrt No.4.-, 

'~ 
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The applicant continued in service. He v1as given temporar}, 

status. with effect from June 1996 and was also paid 
,/'- 

house rent allowance w.e .f. June 1996. et the basis of 
~ 

5th Pay comn is s Lon ,Report1,.Jke" was paid difference in 
salary to the extent of 10,000/-. The appl~cant had 

. A ~ 
completed three years service as temporary status~(~ 

He made an application for reg1:,1larisation on the. said 

p os t as per Governf:.ent 's order dated, 10 .. 09.1993. However, 

applicant was not allowed to work by the respondent No. 4 

from the date on 11.c1.1999. Against the illegal action of 

respondent No.4, the applicant made representation but 

no action was taken, aggrieved by the ille9a1·· ac~ion of 

respondents, applicant filed this o. ,.· 

3. Learned c ounse 1 for the applicant has submitted .that 
..,L"-" 

. ~ 
as the applicant ;,as granted temporary statu~ his _services 

"'--'- .,<.. 

could not be terminated except by an order in-v.lI'it~ing.,por 

this reason the verbal termination order -Is 1lleoa1·'·§nd ~ .., 

1. be h , . . . Lab.le to Lquas e d , the ap .,.icant is entitled for the 

re lief. 

) 

4.. Le a.rned c ounse 1 for the applic .nt has placed reliance 
' c..>- 

on the order passed by this Tribunal on 28.11.2000 p-=;e@~'-­ 
/ 

~.in,..~ ·o :.A. 948 of 1999 Chand an Singh and others vs. 

Union of India and others. The learned counsel for the 

applicant has subrai.t ted that the aforesaid order has 

be en ccnf :i;rmed by the Hon 'ble High court by orclelr 

dated 02.07.2001 passed ·in Writ petition No.21497 of 2001. 

5. Learned c ounse 1 for tre respondents submitted that 
as the strength has,been reduced of the employees, 

the applicant's engage rre nt was dispensed with and 

there was no illegality. 

6 .. I have carefullv considered the submissions of • 

the learned counsel f th · Th · - .or l,, e par :ies. e sir:1ilar defence 
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was raised before the Hon 'ble High court in writ petition 

No. 21497 Of 2001 which V.Jas rejected in fOllOVving words: 

11 •••• Tbe explanation given by the respondents that 
I 

the termination was necessitated in view of 
recommendation made by the cerrtr ar Pay Cornn ission 
for reduction of the strength of Ifi:i.J.itary Farms was 
rightly not accepted. The Tribunal has rightly held 
that if it was necessary to reduce the strength of 
the employees that could have been done by written 
order in accordance with law· -The oral termination 
has rightly been held illegal. In view of this we 
are not inclined to interference in this ma+te r., 

The writ oetition is devoid on r:erit and it is • 
dismissed accordingly.'·• •••• 11 

The aforesaid judgement of Hon 'ble High court is 

squarely applicable in the present case. The applicant is 

entitled for the relief .. 

7. Theo • .:. is allowed, the impugned tral termination 

order dated 11.01.1999 is quashed •• espondents are directed 

to take back the applicant in job. Ho.never, the app Lf.c srrt 
. """"- 

will not be e_ntitl~d for the back wages. ~plic.ant shallkol 
o/'-... \_N, \.."'-. - 0 f ontinu~-, :a- servic~ for the purpose of regularisation • 

.. 
I o order as to costs. 

Vice-Chairman. 

. h / 1l.am .. s ,- 

. ' 


