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ORDER

Hon'ble Wr. K. MutlhiiBcminiar, Meiaber (A)

10 applicants before us who are Group 'D' employees in

the Government Press Mayapuri and have joined in a single

application, are aggrieved that the respondents have filled up,

all the 33 posts of Offset Machine Attendant in violation of

the Recruitment Rules but adjusting surplus employees thereby

denying their - claims for promotion under the 50% quota

available under the Recruitment Rules for promotion among the

Group '0'. employees. They have, therefore, prayed that the

impugned order- dated 25.3.1996, Annexure A-1 and the

respondents order , dated 17.7.1997 rejecting their

representation, be quashed and they have also prayed for a

direction that the respondents should consider their cases for

promotion to the post of Offset Machine Attendant under the 50%

quota.

2. The applicants claim that by virtue of an order dated

1 1.5.199A, Anneuxre A-6, they were called to take a trade test

for the post of Machine Attendant as necessary they had the

eligibility of 9 years regular service for such promotion. The

respondents it is claimed, however, abolished all the posts of

Letter Press Machine Attendant (hereinafter referred to as

LPMA) and cancelled the trade test for promotion. They also

contend that in March, 1996 respondent No.2 sanctioned 30 posts

of Offset Machine Attendant, but filled up'^^these posts without

aoplying "Recruitment, Rules, by surplus compositors Grade-II.
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0

The applicants contonri +-h=>4- +.^._  contend that the respondents have passed orders
tor appointment of

■  conMd ■ . ""^out
to them, is totallyeaa-. They also contend that In other Government Presses

similarly situated persons like tn
applicants have been

granted promotion. They'ney also contend . that there is no
provision under .the Recruitment Rules for the
.. , t tor the appointment tothe post of Offset Machine Attendant by surplus e i '

'  ̂ surplus, employees and.therefore. the action of the resnnnWoor the respondents was illegal. jhey
.  refer to the principles laid down in fh« y.

,r of Sukhdev Sharoa
amia Another Vs im rn ir ^

case Law Digest
Volume I page 32fi.

"  their oounter-reply nave denied any
"cdernisation programme of Government Presses. 30 posts of
Offset Machine Attendant have been created and ,5'posts of tPMA
-e abolished. -oruitment Rules in the case of tPMA was ,00t

y transfer from among the lpma-with S years regular service in
the grade Who had undergone e months training and had gualified
in the trade test, failing which by 50% by promotion and'soT. by
^ttect recruitment. Before the abolition of ,5 posts of lpma
only 4 LPMA are physically on roll but thow

they were not fulfilUnq
the requirement'of transfer to Offset^ide m

et-side. Government decided
tnat the available A LPMA and othgr surplus' staff ' on the
opposite Side ^y be .edeployed/transferred after obtaining
Potion in . the Recruitment Rules. Accordingly. the

tespondents passed the order dated 37.3.,085. Annexure R-, by
wntch 30 posts - Offset Machine Attendant were created in the

ycaleofRs.oso-, 500. fhey have said that the necessa



/

&
approval/relaxation ■ etc. from the_ Directo
Printlna/Mlnlstry of Urban Affairs and Employment vide their
OM. No.2/U(iD/95-A-1 dated 9.2.1996 and 2/U(ll)/95-A-, ,

■ dated ,5.3.1996 have been obtained and all the four LPMA Plus
other surplus staff such, as Compositors, Proof Press «an etc.

to modernisation, ' were
who were surplus due

■  transferred/redeployed as Offset Machine
respondents 'have also stated that the relaxation had to be done
vlth respect to the length of service by one year and 5 months
in one case and 3 years in other cases. Respondents contend
that oonseouent ■; on the acceptance of ■ the modernisation
programme 172 posts were created in the Offset
abolition of 202 posts in the LPMA side. The surplus staff of
tne LPMA had to be adjusted to the Offset side so_that they are
put to productive use and they do not lose their Jobs. Hence
relaxation of the Recruitment Rules in respect of length of
service by short period was considered Justifiable in public
interest. The respondents also contend that it is not as
though the applicants who are casual labourers have the onlyone channel.of promotion as Offset Machine Attendant. They can
also be considered for promotion as Assistant Binder. Assistant
Mechanic, Machine Attendant (Letter Press), Copy Holder etc.
and, therefore, 'filling up of the Offset Machine Attendant post
by redeployment of surplus staff etc. had not seriously
affected their interests. They.have also contended that they^
have filled ' up only 26 posts by transfer and redeployment of
surplus staff after relaxation of the Recruitment Rules in

\  public intere.st.

/ —



. 5.

we. have heard the learned counsel for the parties and
have perused the record.

The Recruitment Rules In the case of LPHA under
modernisation provided for 100% by transfer falling which, 50%
by promotion and 50% by direct recruitment. It is. therefore,
clear that the LPMA-which Is under modernisation, the posts are
to be filled ,00% by transfer of Machine Attendants of Letter
press with 5 years of regular service and there were only 1
LPMA who were eligible for such transfer. In view of this, the

-- Government decided that the surplus staff on the Composite side
.ma, be redeployed for transfer after granting relaxation of
Recruitment Rules. This was s.urely In public Interest as
otherwise, the Compositors rendered surplus would have to go
without iobs, and it was well within the powers of the
Government to relax Reorultment Rules to consider the
absorption of surplus staff against the newly created posts of
Offset Machine Attendant. This, in our view, is In larger
public interest. The learned counsel for the applicant relied
on the decision of the Delhi High Court In Vljay Pal Singh Vs.
Delhi Adnlnistxatlon and Others. 1983 (♦) Delhi Reported
Judgments page 337. We find that the facts and circumstances
in this case are not parlmaterla with those In the present
case, in the aforesaid case. It was held that appointment of
surplus teachers- was not valldly made according to rules. In
the present case, however, the respondents had granted
relaxation of Recruitment Rules in order that surplus staff on
the composite side could be redeployed. In the Offset Printing
side In public interest, as surplus arose due to- modernisation
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of the presses. . .

the case and in the .
.h. f„ts and Olroumstanoes of the o

"  Hartaken by the Government in
•  nroqramme undertaKen uywake of modernisation 0 8 respondents.
Press in'the order passed bythe Printins •, _ transferring Machine

-Filled up these posts bythey have fil - , after undergoing six
.H they are to be appointed after u .Attendants an rt to their dualifylna Ih the

•  etc and subieot to tneir"°"ths training , - ,^,ruitment Rules as approved
trade test m relaxa lo. Similarly 30

e  . hv their letter dated 25.3.10-by the respondents . ^
.r W PP man Grade-II were also deemed'  '„st the duly sanctioned posts and they are also
,„,„i„ted agai ^ „„„,hs training and trade test
subject to same oon ^^r^ruitment Rules las pointed out
as one time relaxation appointed in
above. 9 Other Gompositors of Grade
relaxation of the>ules against these posts. .

,  - i„ the facts and circumstances of the case, we do notUegality ■ in the order passed by the respondents for
^ind any illegality Attendant. The
TsT ■ Offset Machine. Attenaant.
filling UP the posts of .aalioants would

,  rs have however, stated that erespondents ha ^ modernisation
also be considered for promotion after

.  nrcur in this cadre. A-,
programme is over and future vacan employees are

-  stated earlier. : the applicants who are Grade 0 ,emP y^
also eligible for promotions_in other cadres like .ss
Binder. Assistant Machinist. Machine Attendant etc.

^  there are no grounds to■  In the circumstances, there

.  , inierfere with; the impugned order passed by the respondents.
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The .application, therefore, is rejected,

shall be no order as to costs.

In the circumstances.

(K. MUTHUKIMAR)
MEMBER (A)

Ratcesh ̂

(MRS. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAW)
MEMBER (J)

V

j.


