
... 
I 

In the 

Jaipur. 

II 
1! 

I! 

i! 
ii 

'"·i' 
11 

I! 
ll 
I' 
1. 
Ii 

Central 
1! 
;! 

" ,, ,, 
11 

II 
h 
ii 
i; 
'1 

!: ,: 

Administrative Tribunal, .Iaipur Bench, 

Date of Order: August 24, 1992. 

T.A. No. ~~404/86. 
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••• Applicant. 
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Pilirohit 
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Mr. S.C. • •• counsel for ~pplicant. , 

Union of 

None for 

CORAM: 
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I~dia & o.rs. 
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the respondents. 
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.... Respondents. 

8on' ble .Mr. Justice D .L. Mehta, Vice Chairman 
Ji 
1! . 

~on'ble Mr. B.B. Mahajan, Adm. Member. 
II 
ii 

Mr. B. B. Mc;\hajan, Adrn. Member} 
I• 

Ii 
;1 
~rahlad had filed an ap::ilication for 
ll 

injunction !Jin the court of Muns if Magistrate, 
'I 

Alwar, aga~nst his apprehended termination of 
. h ~ 
·i 

services. ~pbseauently, an amended suit \vas filed 
" IJ 

for quashirt:g the order of termination of his 
it . 

ii 
services v.i!:de o.rder dated 20.12.80. The suit has been 

ii 
transferred to this Tribunal u/s 29 of the 

11 
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Administra t!~ ve Tribunals Actc 
[: ,I 
It 

2. T;he applicant was appointed as temoorary 
,f 

Chowkidar vi~ae order dated 8 .. 11. 79. He joined d·.1ty 
\I 
Ji. 

on 20.11.79ji. Vide order dated 20.12 .. so, his 
I! ,, 

services we\!Le terminated under rule 5 sub-rule ( 1) 
II 
I' 

of Temporar;~ Service Rulr-:s, 1965. Respondents have 
ii 

stated in t~eir renly that his character verification 
I; 

~I 

role was se'ht to the District collector, Al war, 
I• 
ij 
1. 

who vide his letter dated 3.10.80 informed them that. 
ti 

the applica~t was a habitual offender an:l two 
. j! 
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~erious ~ririnal cases were P!9nding against him 

in the crimijnal court. Thereupon the services of the 

applicant wtre terminated vide the impugned order 

dated 20 .12llso. -

3. We have heard the learn~d counsel for 

the applicaBt and perused the record. 

4. The appointment or~er issued to the 

applicant of 8 .1_1. 79 provided that the appointment 

is purely temporary and services are terminable 
. II 

without notice and witho·.it assignirg any reason 

d . h II uring t e jiirst year and with one month'_s notice 

on either sfide thereafter. The learned counsel for 

the applicamt has stressed on the fact that since 

I II - . d 1 d . one year s "erv1ce ha a rea y been completed, one 

month's notice was rea lired, wh~ch has not been 

· th II · 1 · t~ t · d · th given to e app ican • 1t·Te in no averment in e 

suit filed Jefore t~e Munsif that one month's notice 

had not beeJ given• In fact, it ap~ears from the 
II 

facts stated in paras 4 and 6 of the suit that 

one month's notice had actually been given as the 

order of te,mination ~ is dated 20.12.so whi+e the 

ap".)licant hJCJ. contin1.1ed in service till 21.1.81. 
- - II 

The anplicant has not denied the correctness.of 
- II -

the report Iiilega rd ing pendl':!ncy of criminal cases. In 

fact certifJed copy of judgment of Judicial Magistrate, 

Alwar dated 7.10.77 filed in the case shows 'that 

the applicar).t had been convicted of offence 

:at:s. under sJlctions 147 and 323 I.P.C. in that case. 

The termi:r..aJlion o~ .the services of the applicant 

under the TJlmporary Service Rules inview of the 

adverse reP~rt regai:ding character verification 

and pendE!l c~ of criminal cases against him, was thus 

f l · 11 order and no illegaility is shown to 
per ect y 11 
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have been bommitted in I . 
interference. 

this c 8:Se which may req\iire 

s. · The T.A. is accordingly dismissed. Parties 

to bear tljrir own costs. ~)i_j!/A../lt 
(~ ~.. ~, (b.-L. Mehta} 

.A.M. I v.c. 
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Thanvi. 


