Naw D

MR
MR .

JUS
GOV

HON? BLE

HOM® BILE

]

e

$4]

Bhushan

YEATrS

at
(q Eu
sh.
GH 5 & 7/

Bhar
e
/0
R0
Delhi~110087

working as
Casual artist,

Delhl ODoordarshan

Sansad Marg,
Mew Delhi.
{(By advocate:

Union

Marci
Naw Dal

s T he D"'," “

Celhi Doordarshan

Sansad
My Dl

Gudvocatse:

(By

Justice

[DE
Central
Tribunal’s
their
has be

which &1

of  the

ervice

é

ragularisation

one  year  is

this purpose.

purp

-

matter of:

Sh.

of India through
The Dir
Doordarshan,
House

Zh.

agitating
godmins
decision

regularisation.

achames

raendarad

to

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMNAL

PRINCIPAL. BENC MEW DELHI

3

MNC.

Z2204,/99

elhi, this the ld4th day of Movember, 2000

RAJAGOPALA REDDY, YVICE CHAIRMAM (J)

TICE V ;
TAMPI, MEMBER (A) ,

INDAaMN S

e 120

o

Dewan

2. P.Sharma,
&332,

Paschim Yihar,

Kendra,

uuuuu

foplicant
KoNL.R.PL11ail)

3

sctor Ganeral,

ni.

Director Geineral,
SENAra,
Mairg,
i .

Rz

poncants

SoM.arif)

V.Rajagopala Reddy,

stz appointed in Coordarshan on contract basis

for regular employmsnt and  they moved

itrative Tribunal and on the basis of

certain guidelines have baen framsd

&z a result a scheme was framed in 1277

modified by anothsr scheme in 1%9%4. In para &

the

limit to the

7

Upper age extent of

"

by  the casuasl artists at tLhe

could be relaxed and a minimum of 120

JO IO
AW

be treated as one year service rendsirasd




[ﬁin The applicaﬂt/& Floor Artist was erngaged on casual  basis

'“ in 1976 when he was 2% years old. He has been declared a9
cweraged under the sohemns of regularisation as the age has
been caloulatsd on the cut off date of 9 L&.97.  On the said

‘ date the applicant should not have excaedad 25 yvears, aubjaect

' to the relaxation that was provided under the scheme. The

E applicant was, howewver, not regulariszesd. applicant also

! .

! reling upon the OM dated 16.7.20 jssued by the DOPET for the
eI¥igielut of regularisation, stating that he fulfillad all the
conditions thersin. The respondents filed tThe counter

! contesting the case and it is stated that the applicant was

i/ aranted all the relaxation available under the schame of 129%

@ and 1994 and in spite of it the applicant was found overaged

: ;

% ]5 under the scheme for regularisation.

!

\ . We hawe given careful cons ideration to the contentions

2 aised in this case. Having heard the counsel, we are not

[

\ convwinced with the plea of the applicants. goamittedly, the

applicant dogg not come withi
schems of 1992 and 19%94. It is
been given relaxation on the re
Tt i=m the contention of the le
{ that the applicant was not refe
' consideration. Thi=z contenti
ounsel for the respondents as
found that he was hopelessly O

relaxation. 1t iz for the GO

relaxation and we will not interfere with their discretio

‘ also referred but it was reje
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We do not find any merit in the

_—

n the age stipulatsed under tThe
true that certain persons have
ference made to the Gowernment.

arned counssl for the applicant

Fred to the Gowvernmant for such
on is disputed by the learnsd

it was stated that his case was

cted by the Government and it was
veraged for the beneflt of any

wit. to exsrcise the power of

submissicin.
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4. The applicant’s
wholly misplaced. The entire O

reliance upon the OM dated
= pazad upon the schemss of

I
s

regularisation of 1992 and 1994. Both the schemes and the

are mutually exclusive. This 0@ is not filed on the basis of

the OM dated 16.7.%0. nnhe of the conditions in the above OM

is that the emp loyee should S

examination sonducted by the

rhe selectlon teet prescriped for the post. sdmittedly this

test was  not successfully conpleted by the applicant. The

above OM was an one time measure contemplated DY the DOPRT for

regularisation of several employees of all the departments.

entation
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Tt is not shown that the applicant nas macke any repires

under the said OM. The 0Oa 18, therefors,
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invoking the above OM. In this 0A the applicant cannot  seek




