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•IN TI-iE CmTRhh AD.VINISTRATIVE' TRIBUtUL LUCKNOW BENCH 

Registration T«A-No.l4 06 of 1986

D r . S .K .  Vep.ua AppliraDt

Vs.

Union of India & O th e r s ... Respondents

Hon*bli§ T'"r .Justice U„C^Srivastava, V-C. 

Hon_^ble_K;r. Gorthi, Member (A )

(By Hon .Mr .Justice U .C.Srivastava, V«C,)
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The applicant v?as appointed as an Assistant

Surgeon Grade-I in the Ordnance Factories Crganisetion, 

Ministry of Defence^ vide order dated 5 .6o l969 . The 

appointment of the applicf-nt was for a period of one yeer. 

The applicant v.’ho joined as Junior iMedical Officer/Kanpur 

continued to work t i l l  12,7  *1978, One of the conditions 

of the eppointinent v’as that ofcourse the appllicant‘ s 

. appointment v;as for a period of one year or less than thet 

in case the persons selected by Union Public Service 

Coirmission joined, Alti'ough the applicant 's appointment 

vjas for the j)“ riod of one year but Union Public Service 

Conmission has been given^sanction for its extension and 

that is v̂ hy it -was- e>:tadded. Vide letter dated 3 .7 .1980

#' ' -
under the signature of Director General, Ordnance Factories 

the applicant's services were t eminated . The applicant

v;as apprised of the termination of the service. Another

letter was received by him 7 .8 .1 9 8 0  from Deputy General
shall

Kanager informing him that his services/strnd terminated 

vdth effect from 18 .8 .1980  under rule (5) of the Central
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Civil Ser\7iceiTemporary Services) Rules, 1965. In the 

tenninatidn order the applicant was treated as an adhoc 

employee. Although according, to the applicant he v^as 

never appointed as adhoc empVoyee and was only appointed 

as a ten'porary, employee. The applicant has challenged 

the said orderco'fttermin^tiDn by filing a Civil Suit in 

the Court of Civil Judge,Dehradun. The' said Suit has 

been transferred to this Tribunal, Sinu-lar matter camett/  ̂

for consideration today before us in the case Ho .0 *A,

186 of 1987 D r . Hari Narain ;iisra Vs. Union of India &

others and v;e have taken the view that the Union Public

the

Service Carimission has been givenYsanction for/continua- 

t io n o f  this post an# the services could not heve been

terminated in this manner,, and we have held i

"That' tbeotInidi> Piiblic Service Commission has 

given the approval for extending the period of 

the terrporary appointment after every six morths. 

It could he accepted that the U*P^S,C . approved 

his appointment' ev6J^:ime as no selection was v-ade 

The U .P ^S .C , having approved the appointment of 

the a^jDlicant for years together,hardly there 

appears to be any reason for requiring these 

applicants to appear before the U .P ,S ,C . again 

for interview etc. Obviously becausr it is vJithin 

the domain of U»P„S,C . the ouestmon of the 

regularisation of these applicants ran be decided 

by the U*P.S ,C* gfter perusing the A ,C ,R .s  in 

view of the fact that they were in service for 

miore than 1 0 ,years. Thus in view of -tohat hes 

bf;en ssid above the applic~ticn deserves to be 

a.llowed and the termination order is quashed,and 

the respondents are directed to consider the car-e 

of the appJicart, for regii] ari.sation without 

requiring them to app^pr for interview, -fe-ut ^  

after perusing the .R*̂ , within a period of 4 

months from the date of cor r^unicati.on of this 

o rd er . "
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Ihe very sa" e observations appl'̂ .es in this cese also and 

in terms of the above directions given in the case O^A,Mo. 

185 of 1937(Dr.Hsri Karain I'^ishra V-..Union of India & 

Othersi the said directions are giver in this case also* 

The application stands disposed of accordirgly. There vJill 

be no order as to costs.

T'lerriber (iC Vice-Chcinnan.

22tb-.January^ 1992 ̂ _^uc^no_^

(sph)




