
CJENTRAL AmU'IlSTBAglVE-TRlBU-lAL,* JABJ^jPUR BHmGK.«! JABALPUR

Original Application Ho » 641 of 2001

Jabalpur,' this the dfiy of May,/ 200 4

Hon'ble Shri M.P,* Singh,| Vice Chairman 
Hon’b le  Shri Madan Mohah,j Judicial M ^ b e r

Gajeidra S in ^ ,.  S /o . Shri Sohan Singh,' 
aged about 22 years,; Bungalow Poon,i 
R /o , G , Koti,, P .O , Jarwani■ Dhar,;
D istrict Tdiri Gadwal (Uttaranchal) ,

(By Advocate - Shri V . Tripathi)

V e r s u s

• 1 . Uhion of Indi.a,i
through its Se^etary ,
Ministry of Railway,. Railv.ray Board,! 
New Delhi,

2* G m ^ a l  Manager,. Central Railway,?
C .S .T .,^  Mumbai, '

3 . Chief Factory Manage,- Rail 
%)ring K^rkhana, Sitliouli,]
Gv/aiior,

4 .  Asstt, Personnel Officer,j
Rail %>ring Karkhana, Sithouli,. 

Gwalior,

Appli cant

• •• Respondents

(By Advocate - Sari M.H# Banerj ee)

0 R D E R 

By Ma dan M chan, Ju di. ci al M gnb er «

By filin g  this Original %>plication the applicant has

claimed the follov;ing main reliefs s

••(ii) set aside the termination order dated ll •9 .2001  
AnnsKure A„l,i

(iii )  direct the respondents to reinstate the applicant 
with fall back wages and other consequential benefits as 
i f  the inpugned ordesr aforesaid is  never p assed ."

2. The briee facts of the case are that the applicant was 

Subjected to a selection for the post of Bungalot^ Peon xjnder 

the respondent No-* 3 . He was appointed vide order dated 

6 .1 .2 0 0 0 . The applicant v/orked with utmost honesty,: sincdrity 

and devotion. Suddaily the irrpugned order dated 11 .9 .2001  came 

as a bolt from a blue to the applicant,; whereby he was



,  ̂  ̂ 2 *

tearminated from the service. It was incorrectly mentioned tliat 

the applicant v/as absent from his daty since 8*9 *2001 . The 

Department should have givai an opportunity to the applicant 

to rdDut -Hie said allegation. The post o f Bungalow Peon is 

st ill  available and is lying vacant* There is  no justification  

or reason in terminating the services of the applicant, H ^ c e  

the order passed by the respondents is  against the law and the 

termination order is  bad in lav/ and is  l i ^ l e  to be set aside*

3, Heard the learned couns^ for tine parties and perused the 

records c a r ^ u l l y .

4 , It  is  argued on behalf of the applicant that ttie 

services of the applicant is terminated v/ithout giving any 

opportunity of hearing and no enquiry v/as also held in ISiis 

matter. The learned counsel for the applicant has drawn our 

atteition towards the appointraent letter of the applicant d^ted- 

6 ,1 ,2000  (Annexure ^ 2 )  . He was never absent from his duty on 

any date and no resscn is  assigned in the irrpugned order.

5 ,  r ^ l y  i t  is  argued on b d ia if  of the respondents that

the termination order dated 11 .9  . 2001 (Annexure A .i )  has been

rightly issued. The applicant v;as not subjected to any selects

ion but the applicant applied for the post of Bungalow Peon an<

his regu^.t was a c c ^ t e d . He was alone v^o applied On the said 

Cjsiand was appointed
post^witl-i the condition that his services are p u r ^ y  temporary 

and is likely  to b e  terminated without assigning any reason.

He v;ill be eligible for screening after completion of 3 years 

of regular service. Since the services of the applicant xvas in 

substitute capacity, -t̂ ie question of disciplinary proceedings 

d o ^  not arise . Tlie applicant v/as warned earlier on several 

occas-^ions and was asked to improve. But he remained absent on 

certain dates. Nobody has been appointed on the place of the 

applicant but this does not give any right to the applicant tc
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be appointed against the said post and his services was also 

not satisfactoxy.

6* We have given careful consid^ation  to the rival 

contaitions made on bdiaif of the parties and we find that 

the applicant was appointed purely on tonporary basis , Hence 

any departmental proceedings w ^ e  not required to terminate 

the services of the applicant. We have also perused the 

tdrmination orddr Annexure A-i dated 11 .9 .2 001  in ^̂ rhich no 

stigma or any type of punishment is given to the applicant.

It is not an order passed by any disciplinary authority,

appellate authority or reuisional authority after conducting
V i  n (L_— -

the departmental proceedings* Hence^this termination order no 

reasons are required to be mentioned and is  passed in  accordancc 

with law. It is  also mentioned in the order that wages in lieu 

of 14 days notice is paid to the applicant. Purely temporary 

employee do not have any right for regularisation in the 

services. Thus> ue do not find any ground to interfere • in the 

orders passed by the respondents.

7 . Accordingly, ue are of the considered opinion that the 

Original Application does not have any merit and is liable to 

be dismissed. Hence, the Original Application is dismissed.

Wo costs*

(Radan Mohan'7^ (Pl.P. Singh)
Judicial Plember Wice Chairman
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