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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

0„A..No ..759/2001

Hon'ble Shri Shanker Raju, Member C-^)

New Del fiii, this tfie 8'th <;iay of Auyjstj 2001

Bra.haiii Pal
S/o Sfi .. Shiv C ha raft
r/o House No..5~127/B-354
Dr.. Ambeo'kar Basil

W e s t B1 o r; k ~ 11

R.. K.. Pu raiTi

Sec:to r~I

New Delhi - 110 022.. Applicant

(By Advoc:ate.- Shr i T.D..YaUav„ proxy of Shri
G.. S.. Lobana)

Vs..

Hon ' b 1 e l... t.. Goverrior

Govt.. of N..C..T., of Delhi

Raj Bhawan
Delhi - 110 054..

Tfie Direcctor of Edu<::ation

Govl.. of N..C..T.. of Delhi

01 d Sec;:retar• iate

Delhi - 110 054..

Heaci of Offic:e

Govt.. Co-Educaliot'i Midcile School

Sector-2, Dwarka„ Papt:)ankalan
New .Del.hi - .1.10 04.5.. ,. .. „ ResporicJerrts

(By Advoc::ater. Shri Ashvini Bhardwaj „ proxy of Shri
Raj an Sharma)

By Shanker Raju„ Member (..I).-:

Tfi the present OA, the claim of tiie applicant

is that he has beeti regularly -selected by a Board

c-onsisting of two Member s and accor dinyly he iias beeri

t!>ut as Par''t~Tirite Safa.iwa.la in the Scliotd. .. The

applicant states that despite working from 7 A..M.. to

1 P..M.. like otiier- staff, he has not been accorded the

•saiiie salary whicdi fias been admissible to other- .staff.

The applicant tjlaims that his salar-y w,.e..f.. February,

2000 till Af.u'i 1, 200.1 lias to be r'.'ai<;>! witfi iri ter-est-
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2., Stfonyly rebuttlfiti the coriteritions of the

applleant„ the learned counsel for the respondents

cont€^nded that the appolntriierit of the applic;ant was

dehorse the ri.jles and no at:>prova.l of trie respondents

has been taken before s>electin9 the applicant as a

part ■i;;iiiie Safalwala., Tci this regard„ 1 liave been

Itif oi 'iiie<!i that i'iec:essa ry ac:'tlon ha.s> alrea<!ly been

Initiated against all the Memt'ers of the Board who

have 111 ega 11 y s€i 1 ec:teci dest:> 1 te non—ava 11 a.b 111 ty of

trie va(::an cries with the If organisation.. As regards the

Interest,j It Is rotated that as the appolritnient was

agalfist tlie rijles.,. tlie respofidetvts [lave ficj fault; of

their In not ac:c.:ofdlng tiie Ifiterest to the at>pllcant

!:>i.rt as the appllc.:ant had worked with thenii, they have

already dlsbfjrsed hliTi the salary for the relevant

peflcKl., It Is alsc) stateci that tlie af.'pllc:a.nt fias alsc)

acknowledged the same vide order dated 13,.7..200.1. ..

Ainotf'ier rec:eli>t Is also proo'i.jc:ed by ttie r'espofi<lent.s

showing that the applicant had rec.:elved the payment of

s.a.lary for the months of hay and .7une„ 200.1. cvn

1., 8.,2001 also,,

3„ 1 fiave carefi.illy considered tlie rival

ciontetitlons of the parties,, I find from the record

that the applicant was .selecrted as Part-time Safalwala

by a. Board c:onslstlng of two Menitjers and

Si.iperlfi tenden t „ Wherea-s the factual position Is that

firstly there was no sancrtloned post at the School

wl'iere ttie at!'i>].lc:ant was a.p(>olriteo! anrJ secic^rn.tly iio

approval of tlie respondents was- takeri wliicli Is

mandatory according to tlie relevant recruitment rules,.

As sue: 11 the a.,r>polntii'ieri t of the ar>p.llc:a.nt as Part-time
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Safailwala is .iehorse the recruitment rules. As such
fia.„. no r ighl. For further cfiivtinuance or-

i-eaularisation. As regards the payment; of the
interest is concerned the r-espon.Jents have alr-eady
■:i:lsl:.ur-sed to the applicant the rrrinimum wages which are
adrrrissiWe to a par-t-time employee in accordance with
the laid down rules. The applicant has already
received the same vide letter dated 1.8,2001. The
applicant heing an illegal appointee is not legally
entitled to his claim regarding regular- wages.

As far- as the interest Is concerned, the
eatre is also not admissible to the applicant as his
appointment was dehor-se the rules without arry f.ault of
t-tre r-espor,dents and in the cir-cumstances. the officers

have appointed the applicant have already beer,
o'ea.lt V, f i-i- ■■ -«■■■ •..-i.u..}) app.1.1 cant has no .lega.l
c;.1 a,i. til over trie :i.nteiest„

"  The learned concisei fru- ..
'  ' ̂ ^^f.'Of'ic:ier'i ts oti

.  my pointed duer-y states that in case any post is
0  -available In the organisation and if the applicant

aPP.--ies for- the same, he would be considered
:u-r-espectlve of his selection dehor-se the rules in the
bast. Tlre OA is accoi-dirrgly .llsposed of. No costs.
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(SHANKER RA.TU)
HEMBER(J)


