CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ERF X L%l % A X 3% 4 &

DA/143/91 & OA/144/91
Date of Decision 13.10.99
Smit.N.H.Bhatt & . :Petitioner (s)
Shri Vansfoda Madhurao
D Kiran Yainik - Advocate for the petitioner(s)
Versus
Union of India & Ors. :_Respondent(s)
Mr B N.Doctor :Advocate for the Respondent(s)
CORAM .
The Hoi'bie My, V. Radhakyishnan : Member (A)
The Hon'ble Mr. P.C.Kannan : Member (J)
JUDGMENT
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2. To be referred to the Reporter or not?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment?
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qualify were terminated. The applicants appeared in 1982 examination but
failed . Therefore, the applicants' case was placed before the DPC which met
on 13.900. It was decided by the said committee that the applicants’
appointment is irrcgular and against the reoruitment rules and took the

Hence, notice of termination was issued under Article 311(2) of the
Constitution of India and relevant CCS (CCA) Rules 1985.

4. Dr.Yainik , learned advocate appearing for the applicants argued that
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the posts of UDCs, the respondents could not de-confirm the applicants and
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Article 14 of the Constitution of India. Further he bronght to our notice the
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judgment m QOA201/91,

principle of law that no one is to suffer because of mistake or laches and
delay on the part of the Govi. as has been held in the case of Staic of

Consequenily, the Tribunal has held that initial appoiniment and
confirmation as Stenogravhers of the applicants in those cases could not be

icerned, regula y be held considering the eligibilitv o

o ng gibility of
those applicanis who would be deemed as permanent stenographers and heid
that the initial appointment on regularisation as LDCs of the applicants
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5. ir.B.N.Doctor, learned counsel appearing for the respondents
o

sertously argued that even though chances were given to thelapplicants to
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