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JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

O.A. No. 3.':4/97 199 
T.A. No. 

DATE OF DECISION 23.ll.2000 

M=u=k:=:es=h.:..-=.:K::::::urra=r:._-=-:Ja=-=1::.:. n.:.._ __________ Petitioner 

~Mahendra Shah Advocate for the Petii.ioner (s) 

Versus 

Uni.c·n ,-. f I ndi a r, Anr. _____ Respondent 

Mr.-I:-;i:J.-Bhrima±------------Advocatc for the Respondent (s) 

CORAM t 

The Hon'ble Mr.s .Y.AJanval, Judi.::ial Merrbet· 

..._ -· 

. ~he Hon'blo Mr~l.P.Na\vani, Administrative Merrt·er 

1. 'Vbetber Reporters of local pap~rs may ba allow~d to see the Judgement ~ 

2. To be referred to tho Reporter or not r · · " .~/o1 
3. Whether th~ir Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? 

4. Whetbor it needs to be circulated to other 

(N.P.Nawani) 

Member (A ) • 

Benche3 of tho Tribunal ? 

Q~~ 
-~~Agarwal) 

Member (J). 



•, 

IN THE CEHTRZ\L A[i'IHHSTF;ATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIF·UF: B2::\l . .:::H, JAIPUR. 

O.A.Nc .• ~::?.:!/~17 l:e.te of corder: ·:z..:3.} 'il) ~. 
Nul:esh Kumar Jain, S/co Shri M.:ohan Lalji ·Jain, R/o '537, Narrak ki 

Mandi, Kishanpcol Ea::ar, oJair:-ur, Ex-Ap~·raiser(Jet·r:llary Export) , 

Deptt. Cof Custcms, Govt of India, Murnbai. 

· ••• Applicant. 

Vs. 

1. Union of India thrc.ugh the f,ecretary tc• the Gc·vt cf India, Mini. 

of Finance, Deptt Cof Revenue, New Delhi. 

2. Commis.sioner c,f •:usto:oms, Perscnnel Section, Net·l Customs House, 

Bor li , Mumbai • 

• •• Respondents 

Mr.Mahendra Shah - Counsel for Applicant. 

Mr.~~.N.Shrimal - Ccunsel for re~·ondents. 

CORAM: 

Hcon 1 t.le Mt .s .K .Agan.al, Judicial Mernl::Aer 

Hon'ble Mr.N.P.Nawani, Adrrdnistrative Member. 

PER HOH 1 BLE NR. S. F. AGARWAL , Jll[•ICIAL MEi"IEER. 

In this Original Applicatic.n under Sec.E• of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 19.S5, the apr:olicant has challenged the order dated 9.1.96 

: (Annx.A~) 1:~' t.Jhich the services Cof the applicant tvere terminated under 

Rule 5( 1) Cof the CCS(Tenpcorat:y Secvice) Rules, E~:o:. an:'! the c.rdar dated 

19.e .• 97 by tvhich representatic·ns filed by the ar_:pli·::ant for setting . 
aside the eorder date¢! 9.1.96 were rejected. 

2. In brief facts of the case as stated by the applicant are that 

after selecticn on the pcet C•f Ap_r:oraieer by UP3C, the applicemt tvas 

of twc years aoo the applicant jo:.inEd the dlties C•n 27 .5.91. It is 

stated that the ar,plicant has suo::.::e~e :L1.1lly cC:mpleted the pr.:.tat io:,n 

.rericd. It is further stated that a false c.::tse was registered against 

the applic.:tnt by CEI and after Cobtaining prcos.e.:utic.n sanctic.n, charge 

sheet \vas filed against the .=tr,plicant before -the Ccurt c.f Sessions at 

Murnbai t-lhich is. r.:·endin.;r. It is st3ted that against the impuo;Jned c·rd:r of 

---~-----
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terminatic.n, the ar:plicant filed rep1·esentations \·lhich a1~e Anm:.AlO, All 

and Al~ b.It these representatic·ns were rejected vide impugned order 

dated E 1.8.97, It is stated that the .:>ervio::es c.f the applicant \vere 

sc·lely terminated c.n the grc.und that he could not .:jllalify the 

departmental examinath:.n \·lithin the stir;:ulated J;'eriod C•f t\olC• years \vhere 

as 8/fhri M.Rajan and RaJ:esh Ladv1el, were retained in sen·ice even 

though they did nc·t ·:1ualify the deJ;'artmental e:·:aminatic.n \·lithin the 

stipulated t=erico. It is also stated that the .3.[:plicant \·las not 

appcointed against a telll!.=·C·rary p.:st but he \·las app:·inted against a 

r,ermanent f .. :...:t. It is also:· stated that the applicant qualified the 

written test \vithin the r.::-edod c.f twt:. years but he was not called fc.r 

intervie\v under the erroneous impression that suspended emplc.yee •::annc·t 

be called for intervie\v. ~here fore, it is stated that termination of 

the services C•f the arplicant is r.::-enal in darao::ter, n.:. nc.tice C·f 

or{:'9rtunity of hearing \·Jas gi·:en before issuance C•f such o1·der c.f 

terminatic.n, theref.:.re, the termir:atico of services of the applicant is 

urila\vful and art.itrary and liatle to be set aside. Therefore, the 

applicant filed this. O.A fc·r the relief as menticned abc·•Je. 

? -·· Reply \oJae filed. It is stated by the res~.=·ondents that the 

applicant has not r,assed the der,artmental examinatic.n within the 

stip.1lated r;:.ericd of tv.~. years as per the terms of the at.=t=.ointment. Thus 

the applicant has nc.t completed the preol:atic·n r,ed..:·d euccessfully. It is 

e.tated that the applicant \oJas t1·ap~ while accepting a t.rit..; of 

Rs.I.:.OOO/- c·n ~ .• :::.9::: and after cbtaini~Y:J prceeruticn eanctic·n a cmrge 

sheet was ale<:• fil~ against the applicant befc.re the Cc.urt of f.essions, 

Mumtai W'lich is pendin.J. It is stated that dJring the r:ericd of 

the cc.ncerned authc·rity as.eessed the suitability cf the 
/ 

applicant b.1 t the an:.licant \·laS nc.t fc.und sui tablet therefore, · the 

eervices \·Jere terminated under Rule ~(1) of .:x:s(Tempc·rary 2.er7ice) 

Rules, 1~.5. It is stated that the status C•f the an:.lic.:tnt is terrp:.rary 

as he \·laS not confirmed c.n the pc.st and his services \·Jere n·:•t fcund 

eatisfactc.ry, hence terminated t:y an c.rder C•f simpliciter. It is denied 
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that the eervices .:,f the ar::plicant were terminated sGlely on the ground 

that he cculd not t;:aee the derartmental examiration within the 

stipulated pericd but th:re \-Jere complaint against him and he was 

trapped in a bribe case. 'Iherefc.re, the servi.:es of the ar::plicant were 

terminated under Rule :.(1) of the (!C.E'(TE'.) Rules t.y the imr;:ugn.ad order 

&ted 9.1.96 and the applicant has n.:, case fc·r int.:rference try< this 

Tribunal. Therefc·re, this 0.A ie liable tc• be dismiesed as having no 

merit. 

4. Rejc.inder wae filed reiterating the facts stated in the O.A and 

srecifica~ly stated that the o:·rder c•f termiration undet· R.ule 5(1) of the 

CCS(TS) Rules, ie unlawful \vhich are not ar,plicable in the instant case. 

5. Heard the learned c-:.une.el fc.r the J;:arties and also r;::erused the 

whole record. 

6. The learned ccune,el fc·r the arplicant has argued that the im~_:ugned 

order c.f terndnatic,n was iee.ued under Rule 5(1) of the CCS(TS) Rules, 

rut r,.rc·visi.:.ns c.f this rules are nc.t an::.licable in the instant case as 

the ar,plicant after eelectic·n by UP&2, was ar_:p:·inted c·n rxc:,tati.:on foc a 

reriod c·f two years and his prc·futic.n v.ras nc.t extended. He \·Ja.S ccntinued 

in service till the impugned order C•f terininativn \·las issue, therefore, 

status of the ar,plicant did n.:.t rerrBin ae. terrpc·rary Gc.vt eer"Jant. In 

suppc~t of this contention, he has relied on: 

i) Anc·op ,Jaiswal Ve. Gc·vt. of India t, Anr., AIR E•E:-1 SC •536 

ii) 

iii) Chan::'ier Pra}:aeh Shahi Vs. St3te C·f UP .~:, ,:r~:.·e ::(1((1(-J,} Suprane Tcday 

510 

iv) I~arnataJ:a E'.tate Tranepc·rt C.c·t·pn •. ~: Anr. Vs. S.Manjurath etc. 

2((10(4) Suprerne Today, 651. 

On the C·ther hand the learned ccune.el fc.r the respc·ndents argued 

that the services c.f the an:::·licant \vere terminated as he did not pass 

the der_:artmental e:·:arnination, within the r_:ericd of t\vC 'yere and he has 

not succeeefully c.:,mr:leted the r:·el:'icd c,f prc.tation, therefc.re C·n accc.unt 

of unsui tat·ili ty, the services C·f the ar,plicant \~re terminated cy the 
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ill'IJ;ugned c·rder, which is an c.rder sirr'r.lisitc•r and the Tribunal shc·uld 

net interfere in the imr;.ugned order of termination. 

7. We have given am:i·.:·us c0nsideration to the ri"Jal contenti.:·ns of 

bc.th the rarties and also .t;:erused the \\hcle record. 

e.. Rule 5(1) c·f the CC2.(TS) Rules, 19•:5 prc.vides as under: 

"5( 1 )(a) The services c.f a terrporary Govt servant shall be liable 

to terrninatic·n at any time l:y a notice in writing given either by 

the Gc.vt ~.ervant tc. the a~_:pointing authority or by the arrc·inting 

authc.rity tc· the Govt servant; 

(b) the r:eric.d c·f euch notice shall be one mcnth: 

Pre.Tided that the setvice. of any such 1;c.vt servant may be 

terminated fortt"Mi th and C·n such termire ti ·:·n the GQr; t servant 

shall be entitled to claim a eum e:1uivalent to the amount cf his 

ray plus allc.wances fc.r the r;eric.d of the notice at the same rates 

at which he was dra\ving them irnuediately befcre the terminatic.n c·f 

his services c.r, as the case may be, for the I_:'.ericd by mich such 

notice falls short of one month." 

9. On a rerueal of this Rule, it is abundantly clear that only the 

services c.f a tanpc•rary empl.:yee can be disfensed \vith under Rule 5(1) 

of the CCS(TS) Rules. 

10. 'Ihe Ape:-: Ccurt of this country consistently delivered the judgrnent 

on status of a r;:.rc.tatic.ner. In Pat·shc·tam Lal Dhingra Vs. cor, AIR 19!:·3 

EC 36, which is t·egarded as Magna carta c.f the Indian Civil Services by 

the Hc·n 1 ble Supreme Cc.urt a·n:l held as under: 

"An ar;:pc.intment tc. a r:ermanent pcet in G·:·vt service en protation 

means as in the case c·f a r:ersc·n ar:pointed by a pri7ate errplc•yer . 
that the servant so a[:'pointed is tal:en on trial. The .t;:eriod of 

prc·tation nay in sc•l* cases be fc.r a fixed period e.g. fc.r si:·: 

IOC•nths c·r fCtt· one year or it may l:e expressed simply as 1 en 

prc.tatic.n 1 withc.ut any specificatic·n c•f any _p:ri·:d. 2.uch an 

emplc.yment c.n prc.tatic.n under the C·rdinary law of master and 

servant cernes t.:· an end if during or at the end of the protatic·n 
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the servant so appointed on trial is found unsuitable and his 

service is terminated .by a notice." 

11. In State of Bihar Vs. Gopy Kiehc,re Prasad, AIR l9•:,o &: 689, it was 

held by Hon 1 ble Sima C.J that termination wi thrut notice tut after 

holding an en::ruiry into the alleged misconduct or efficient or some 

similar reaeons would be punitive. 

12. Hon 1 ble Supreme Court gave a new dimension to the legal princi~e 

on the status of protationer in the State of Orissa Y!:.:._ Ram Narain Das, 

AIR 1961 SC 177 and held that if the r;:urpose of en:pir~ is to ascertain 

whether the emi;:.loyee is fit to be confirmed and not the en:JUiry into the 

charges of miscond.lct, inefficiency, or negligence, the termination of a 

probationer is upheld. 

13. In Madan Gopal vs. State of Punjab, AIR 19t,3 &: 531, it was held 

that if the report of erY.JUiry · is abeut miscond.lct arrl the termination 

was based on such rer;:•ort the order of termination was punitive. 

14. This theory of 1 object of en:;IUiry 1 was again emphasised in Jagdish 

Mitter-~ UOI, AIR 19(:,.;1, SC ..,1-EJ, Hon 1ble Gajendragadlr.ar, J, while 

delivering the judgmE!'lt 9f the Ape:-: Court held Uat if the enquiry \\aS 

held only for the purpose of deciding t-lhether the· temporary servant 

would be ccntinued c.r not it could not be trea.ted as punitive. 

In Champaklal Chimanlal Shah Vs. UOI, AIR 1964 SC 1354, it was 

\ held by Hon 1ble Wanchoo,J ~ that the. o:rder of, termination soon passed 
~ 

after preliminary en.:Juiry held not punitive as the purr;:-c.se of enquiry is 

to find rut prima facie case to start with regular: derartmental enquiry. 

16. In Shamsher Singh Vs. State of Punjat,, AIR 197.J .:.c :::19:::, Seven· 

Judges Bench c.f Hr)n 1ble Supreme Coort held that before the prcba.tioner 

tvas confirmed, the authority concerned was under the obligation to 

consider whether wc·rk of the prc.tationer tvas satisfactory or whether he 

· was suitable for the {;iOSt. It was further held in this case that if the 

object of en:.JUiry was to ascertain the truth of allegations of 

misconduct and the en:jlliry officer gave his finding on allegations of 

miscondlct the order of termination t.ased on such reconmendations in the 

---~~. ----~·--- .. ·-~~------ --~-----
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re~c.rt i~ r;:unitive. Theref.:.re, the C·rdel· of terrrdreti0n of e.ervices C·f 

Sri Ishw:tr Chand Agra\\>al \vas held clearly by \-JaY of t=unishrnent in the 

facts and circumstances of this case. 

17. In case C•f Oil ~ Natm·al Gas CC•lllfany Vs. Dr.Md.S.SiJ:al'lCar Ali,AIR 

19E:O sc 124:2, it was held that prc.tationer had nc. ri.j)t teo the serJice. 

Their lc·rdship c·f Supreme Cc.urt in para 7 r.:.f the jud;Jinent cbserved as 

follows: 

"It is c.bvieous that a ternpc.rary employee is appc·inted c.n protat ion 

for a r:articular p:riccl coly in C·rder tc· test whether his condlct 

is g•x<l and satisfactc'·ry so that he may be retained. 'I'he rerrarl:s 

in the assessment roll merely indicate the nature of the 

perfc·rrrance put in by the c.fficer fc.r the limited piq:c.se of 

terminin:;J 'i...hether C•l" ~.:.t his r:·rC•tatic·n ehculd be e~:tended. These 

rerrerl:s· \olere not intendej tc. cast any eti·~a." 

18. In Anc.cop Jaiswal Vs. •3c·vt c.f India, (l9.SJ) .::: ::•::.C .369, Hc.n'ble 

E'.upreme Ccurt held that if the real foundation · fc.r the ct·der of 

discharge c,f the r::.rc.l:et ic.ner \vas his alleged act c·f miscc.n.Juct euch an 

order is p.mitive in nature and \vas therefc.re held as tad in law if 

issued \olithcut ~c·llc•\oling Article 311 cf the Cc.nstitutic·n (:.f India. 

19. In High Cc.urt C•f Judicature at Patn:1 Vs. Pandey. Madan ~lohan ~rasad 

E'.inha D 0rs, 1997 SCC(L5:2.) 170.:~(II) their lc·rdehip c.f Hon'ble 2uprane 

Ccurt c.f India was pleased to cbserve as follo\os: 

"There is nc· c.tJ.igation tc· corrmunicate the adverse re1arl:s to the 

r:etitic.ner t.efc·re taJ:ing ~cisic.n to terminate his services on the 

J:asis c.f the adverse material. E'ut uncc.lliTfllnicated adverse material 

can be ta}:en intc. cc.ne.ideration fer assee.sment c.f ruitability of 

the protationer and fc.rmin:;J decisic.n tc .. terminate his servic.::s. 

Such cc.neideratic.n shc·'i.-JS non-alt.itrarinese c·f the decisico. 

cc.nsideratic.n c.f ccmr;:laints re~:irclinJ integrity, character and 

mc.rali ty c.f the prc.tatic.ner and his alleged indulgence in drinl:ing 

and gamblinJ in taJ:ing decisic.n tc. terminate his services dc.es not 

show tret the decision is r:unitive." 

~~ -· ----
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20. In Dipti Pral:ash Panerjee Vs. 2.a'tvendra Nath Bose, Bon' ble Supreme 

Court of India held that if findings were arrived at an eJi.:IUiry as to 

" misconduct behind the back of the officer or without a regular 

derertmental en:;JUiry the simr:.le C·rder of terminatic.n is to be treated as 

founded on the allegati.:.ns c.f misconduct and will be bad rut if the 

en:;ruiry tVcis not held, no finding \\~re arrived at arr.l the emplcyer was 

not inclined to cc.ndu.:::t en:xuiry, but at the same time he did not want to 

continue the emr:I·:·yee against \\hem there t-.ere complg.ints it would only 

be a case of mc.tbe and the order tvould . nc.t t-e tad. Similar is the 

positicn if the errplc;yer did not want to in::ruire into the truth of the 

allegatic·ns because of ~elay in regular department.3l proceedings or he 

was doubtful abrut securing ade:;Iuate evidence. In such a circumstance 

the allegations tv.:.uld be a moti•:e and nc.t the fc•undation and the sirrple 

order c•f termira.tion wc.uld be valid. 

21. In Radhey Shyam Gupta Vs. U.P.State Aqro Industries Cc·rpn.Ltd & 

Anr., 1999 SCC (L,!;:S) 439, Hon'ble 3upreme Cc.urt held that the 

terminaticn of the eerJices c·f a terrpcrary servant C•r one on protation 

on the basie of ad-Jerse. entries c·r on the basis c.f an assessment that 

his work ie not satisfactoty will not be punitive inasrruch as the above 

facts are merely the motive and nc.t the fc.undation. The reason t-;hy they 

are the IOC·tive is that the assessment is nc.t done \-lith the c.tject of 

finding out any misconduct on the r:art c•f the officer. It is done only 

with a vietv to decide whether he is to be retained or cootinued in 

service. 

2~. In Chandra Pra}:ash Sahi Vs. State of U.P .:i C•rs, :::cu:J() ::'•)2(L.:::S) 613, 

it tvas held that prc.tatic.ner has no right to pest. Therefore his 

services can te terminated during and at the end cf protation on 

miscond.Ict.. If hc.v.ever there are alle;Jation eof serious misconduct for 

which DE conducted behind the bad: to ascertain the truth, such 

termiration iE to be treated as puniti'l.·e l:ut if the en:phy was for 

determining the suitability of a r:erE.t:·n for retention in· the service/ 

confirrration. 
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23. In Karnataka State R.:.ad Transr.:·rt Corpn £.. Anr. Vs. S.Manjunath 

etc. I 2000 SCC(L&S) 6:29, the Hc·n'ble Supreme cc.urt has laid do\oJn that 

services of a tenporary Govt servant. can be terminated t'rf an order 

simpliciter. The order is simpliciter when the motive has only to assess 

the suitability of a ~rson concerned for continuance of his service 

further more. But if the foundation of such termination is misconduct, 

the order is stigrratic and camot be p3.ssed withrut followjng the 

provisions given in Article 311(2) of the Constitution. 

24. Admittedly, the applicant was selected through UPS: on the post of 

. Appraiser in the year 1991 and his services were terminated vide the 

imp;~gned order dated 9.1.96, meaning thereby the applicant remained in 

service of the respondents for more than 4~ years. Acccrding to the 

order of ar;pointment, the applicant was initially ag;>ointed on proretion 

for a period of 2 years but in the order of appointment, there is no 

mention abrut the extenticn of prc.bation pericd. Therefore, it a~pears 

that after C01T!pletion C•f prc.bation pericd Of 2 years, the applicant was 

allowed to remain in service till his services \oler.:: terminated by the 

impugned order dated 9.l.S16. Therefore, \·le are of the considered opinion 

that after serving for more than 4~ yers, the status of the awlicant 

does not remain as temporary and if his status is not telllF,orary then 

provisions of Rule 5(1) of the CCS(TS) Rules are not attracted and any 

order passed under this rules, is ab initio void. 

The counsel for the applicant also argued that the applicant 

continued in service after successful completion of his probation 

period, therefore, he deemed to have been confit:rned on the post and 

services of the applicant in such situation should not have been 

terminated \vithcut following the provisions of Artie!~ 311 of the 

Constitution. In support of his contentions, he has referred to: 

i) 8amsher Singh Vs. State of Punjab & Anr. { 1974) 2 8CC 831, 

ii) Paramjit Singh & Grs Vs. Ram RaJ:ha & C•rs, (1979) 3 SC.\: 478, 

iii) M.K.Agarv.al Vs. Gut·gaon Grarnin Bank & Grs, 1987 (cU!.=f·) SCC 643, 

iv) Dayararn Dayal Vs. State of M.P & Anr, 1997(8) Sur;:·rerne 8, 
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v) Deepti PraJ:ash Banerjee ve. 8at'Jendra Nath B.:.se Nati.:·nal Centre 

for Basic Sciences, CalOJtta, 19~~~·(1) 8('2LJ 23:2 

vi) Chander Pral:ash Shahi Va. State c·f UP & ()rs .:::t:H))(..J,) Suprerre Today 

510 

26. On the c·ther hand, the learned ccunsel fc.r the respondents has 

ar~Jed that the services of the arplicant were terminated as he did not 

pass the derartmental e:·:aminatic.n within the ~.=ericd of t\vo years ancl he 

has not success.fully CCR'IJ;'leted the t=ericd c·f prctatic·n. A trap case w-etS 

also filed against the ar:plh::ant \vhich is rending f:.e:lbre the 2esai·:.n 
~ ,---,---

t 'e· ·'be .:H'ld·:-h e 
Cc.urt, Mumtai, therefc·re, the apr,.licant \..e.s deemed ~,-c.ri prc.l::atieon'= \vas 

rightly terrninate:J by the imrugned c.rder dated -;, .1.96. 

27. ~\le have given an'""ious cc.nsideratic.n tc. the ri'Jal ccntmtions of 

both the r,arties. and alsu r.:·r:rt.:2ed the whole reoord. 

28. In a leading case, V .P.Ahuja ~ State of Punjab, the c.:.ntrc.versy 

regarding pr.::.tation of a cil.-il seL-vant came befc.re Hen 1 ble Supreme 

CQurt. In this case, the services c.f the a~_:Pellant were terminated 

during the prct·aticn rericd c.n the gr.:und that he had failed in the 

perforlll3nce c.f his. dlties administratively and technically. Neither any 

en::tUitY nc·r any q:portuni ty C·f hear in;~ \vas given to the app:llant. The 

inq:ugned c.rder C•f terminatk·n was set aside and quashed. In this case 

the Hon • ble f.upreme C.:urt has also taJ:en intc, consideratic.n the jud;~ment 

of Deepti Pral:ash Banerjee (sui=Ca). 

In the instant case, the ar:plicant after s.ele•:::ti.:·n t.y the UP3: \-laS 

ar:·r:•=·inted in the year 1901 en prc.tation fer a peri.:d cf t\'N years. There 

was nc· mentic.n abcut further extention of his t=·rctatic.n in tht- ·:·rder c.f 

appcdntment. The applicant was. cc.ntinued till the order vf termination 

\vas issued. Nc·thin;J was ccmnunicated as advet·ee to the applicant. 

P-ov.~ver in a trap case, the charge sheet \-las filed a9ainst the at;:"plicant 

\·.hich is r:endin;J befc·r~ the Sessicons Ccurt, Mutai. Thereafter, the a·dez: 

cf terrnin.3.tic.n under Rule .:.(1) .:.f the ,):3(TS) Rules was issued. In cur 

cc.nsidered cpinic·n the r:·rc.•J isic.n:: c·f Rule .:.( 1) of o:s( ·rs) Rules are not 

attracted in this case and the eorder in question is not an c-rder 

.. 
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simplicitc·r but it ar;roears to be an order stigmatic, therefc·re, the same 

is liable tc· be quashed. 

30. We, therefore, allow the Co.A arrl .:1uash and set aeide the order 

Anm:.A:::: &ted ~~.1.9•:; l:y which the services c,f the applicant \-laS 

termina~ed and order Annx.Al dated 19.E:.97 by which the representation 

of the ar;oplicant \-las rejected and direct the reepc.ndents teo reinstate 

the applicant in set·vice feorthwi th \vith all cc.ne.e:;ruent ial benefits. 

31. No order as tc. costs. 

(N.P.Nawani) 

Member(A). 

~~~ 
(S.K.Agarwal) 

Meml:er (J) 


