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Dr. S.K. Verma coes : Applicant

. ) ' Union of India & Cthers... Respondents

Hon'klé ¥r.Justice UacﬁSrivastava V.

©
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(By Hon.Mr .Justice U.C.8rivastava,V.C,)

The applicent was appointed as an Assistant

1 _ Surgeon Grade-1 in the Ordﬂarce Factorics Organ1q~tlon,
Ministry of Defence, vide order dated 5.6.1969. The

apvpointment of the appliCant was for a pericd of one yesr,

A

The applicant who joined as Junlor Medical Offlccr,ianpur
continued to work t111 12.7.1978. One of the conditions
Q‘/ of the appointment was that ofcourse the appllicant's

~appointment was for a period of one year or less than thet

in case the pcorsons aelmcted by bnlon Eub]lc Service

Cormission joined. Alttough the gpplicant's appointment

- was for the period of one year kbut Union Public Service
Conmission has been qlv&nﬂean tion for its extension and

that is why it was crtedded. Vide letter dated 3.7.1980

j v ) ¥

under the signature of Director General, Crdnance Féctories

(

the applicant's services were terminated. The applicant

weas apprised of the termination of the service. Another

Yetter was recelvcd by th 7 8.1980 from Deputy General

) : chall
é - o . lManager informing him that his services/stpnd terminated
i A?//, < with effect from 18.8.1980 under rule (5) of the Cent ral
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Civil Service{Temporary Services) Rules,1965. 1In the
términatéénvorder the applicant was treated as an achoc

erp loyee. Although according.to’the applicant he was

'hever appointed as athoc employee snd was only appointed

as a tewporary.employee. The applicant has challenged
the said ordercofttermingtion by filing a Civil Suit in

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

: . ya
been transferred to this Tribunsl. Similar matter cameuf

for consicderation today before us in the case Ko.0.A,

186 of 1987 Dr., Hari Narain 2Misra Vs. Union of India &

others and we have taken the view that tre Union Puklic

: the “—
Scrvice Commission has been givéq”sanﬂtion for/continua-

tion of this post ané the services could not heve been

[

terminated in this manner, and we have held

“ThatViheQﬁniOanublic Service Commission has
given the approval for extending the perdod of
the temporary appointment after every six morths,
It could he accepted that the U.P.S.C. approved
his appointment'eveqtime as no selection was rade
The U.P.3.C. having approved the appointment of
the agplicant for years together,hardly there
appears to bhe any reacon for requiring these
applicants to appear hefore the U,P.S.C. again

- for intorview ete. Chviously becsuse it is within
the domain of U.F.8.C. the question of the
regularisation of these applicents can ke deciced
by the U.P.S.C. after perusing the A.C.R.s in

view of the fact that they were in service for

=

nore than 10 yeers. Thus in view of twhat heas
been ssid akbcve the gpplicstion deserves to be
allowed and the terminatior order is cuashed, and
the respondents sre directed to consider the cace
of the applicart for regularisation without
reguiring them to appeer for intevview,~8ut L
cfter péruSing-the AL Reywithin a period of 4
months from the deate of cormunicetion of this
order "
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The very sane observetions applyes in this cese also and
in terms of the atove directions given in the case O.A.No.
186 of 1937 (Dr.Hari Nerain #ishra V-, Union of India &
Others) the seaid directions are giver in this case also-
The ai:xplication‘ stands dis;;osed of accordirgly. There will

e no order as to costa,

e, —

Vice~Cheirman.

Merrer (





