Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal. Bench

OA No. 2021/2002
New Delhi, this the QAL day of May, 2003

Hon’ble Shri Justice V.S.Aggarwal, Chairman
Hon’ble Shri Govindan S.Tampi, Member (A)

Shrimati Sneh Lata Aggarwal,
vi/o Sh. Mukesh Chand, ' .
H.No.393, Nanakpura, New Delhi-2. .. Applicant

{By Advocate: Shri 8.Y.Khan)

Versus
Union of India through

i. Secretary to thé& Govt. of India,
Ministry of Infomation & Broadcasting,
Shastri Bhawan,
New Delhi-110001.
2., The Director General,
Doordarshan, Mandi House,
Delhi-110001.
Head of the News,
Central Production Complex, :
Khelgaon, New Delhi. .. Respondents

]

d

"By Advocate: Shri R.N. Singh)

ORDER
Shri Govindan S.Tampi

Smt.. Sneh Lata Aggarwal is aggrieved at the deniafl
of regularisation to her as General Assistant/LDC/GC

Jperator, a facility extended to her juniors.

2. Advocates S/Shri S.Y. Khan and R.N. Singh appeared

Tor the applicant and the respondents respectively.

3. Respondents used to ehgage staff as on casual basis
and on contract basis. Casual basis engagement was
sonverted into assignment basis appointment later. The

staff engaged +thus have in fact been empioved after a
selection process. When the scheme for absorption of the
sasual Staff was formulated completion of 365 days in any

o  block years of 1974-77, 1975-79, 1976-79 and 1977-20
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waz  Taken as  the basis. The applicant who  has Eb$en
gngaged in the above manner on 11.7.88. is continuing to
date  In the- samg capacity as  Beneral Assistant with
additional duties of €6 Operator. This Tribunal had on
1. directed while disposing the 08 844/900 that a
scheme  Tor regularising casual artists with 170 dawvs of
service be formulated which the resvondents did by issue
of OM of 9.6.92 which wasupdated and clarified by 0OM
dJated 17.3.34. In terms of the scheme for purposas of
regularisation one dav’'s payment Was treated as
sguivalent fo 2.5 days. The instant applicant had hecoms
gligible for regularisation on account of her completing

the requisite service in 1988 itself. She had worksd for

~O

the requisite period, though in December, 89 she could
not attend o work on  account oF ehild birth, In
connection with which she was entitlad _for maternity
leave and the said 135 davs of leave had to be freated as
eligible period of service and accountsd accordfng]y.
This was the position in all the subsaquent vears upho
Z000. The applicant was indeed gueraged whan she jained
service and she was therefore entitled for relaxation of
upper age limit as has been dons in a few other cases.
fpplicant’s case called for relaxation of 3 yaars and 5§
months  and  relaxation upto four vears had in fact bean

given in a few cases. The abova has been the decision of

S

and the =zamz was the decision of of the

Court in _DB. Dooirdarshan & Ors. Y=, Lalit

¥ikram _and obthers (1998) 8 SO 740. Howsver, instead of

extending the period for regularisation the respondents

fopped the regularisation and dacided to have the Wor K

»

dong by making use of retired personnel upto 67 wears.

This was incorrsct and malafide and against the direction

aof the Honble Tribunal itsslf.
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