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"IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI . e
Vole 199
0.A.N0.2970 /1994 Date of Decision:$@w $4C16eh
shri N,Ramesh Baby & Ors,, . APPLICANT
(By Advocate Shri Jog Singh
VEersus
Union of India & Ors. .. RESPONDENTS
{By Advocate Shri ®, M, Arif
Ed CORAM:
- THE HON BLE SHRI
THE HON BLE SHRI S.P.. BISWAS, MEMBER(A)
5

i. TO BE REFERRED TO THE REPORTER OR NOT? TE!

2. WHETHERVIT NEEDS TO BE CIRCULATED 70 QTHEH
BENCHES OF THE TRIBUNAL?

{S.P.Biswas)
Member (A}

Cases referred:

Mikesh Bhai Chotabhai patel & Ors, Vs, Jt,dAgri, Marketing Advisor
- Govt, of India & Ors, AIR 1995 SC 413

-




CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
OA No.2570/1994
New Delhi, this 1st day of December, 1999

don’ble Mrs. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member{J)
Hon’ble Shri §.P. Biswas, Member(A)

1. N. Ramesh Babu
sector 7/46, R.K.Puram
New Delhi

2. Narinder Chopra
-6, Plot No.2
Dharma Apartments
patparganj, Delhi

(a2

, 8.%. Chawla
416, Bhai Parmanand Colony
Kingsway Camp, Delhi

. Smt. Renu Mathur
5-111/1636, Pushp Vihar
New Delhi : . Applicants

o

(Bv Shri Jog Singh, Advocate)
Versus
Uniocn of India, through

1. Secretary
Department of Telecommunications
Ministry of Communications
Sanchar Bhavan
20, Ashoka Road, New Delhi

e

. Secratary

Department of Perscnnel & Training

New Delhi .. Respondents
(By Shri S.M. Arif, Advocate)

ORDER
Hon’ble 3hri S.P. Biswas

Applicants, working under the Ministry of

communications, seek to challenge the orders dated

2

I

02.11.94 and 28.11.94 respectively by which they are

%)
o

:ought  to  be reverted retrospectively to the post of
Stenographers Grade ’D’ from the posts of Stenographers
Grade ’C" (ad hoc). It is the case of the applicants
that because of excellent work and sustained efficiesncy
that al! of them were considered and promoted as

Stencgaphers Grade 'C’ on ad hoc basis in the year 1992
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Are the claims

t available vacancies of

ices agains

service

their

Grade ’'C’ as well as to continue

Stenographers

ad hoc basis ti11 they get formally

them on

~

regularised sustainable in the eyes of law!
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the service in that cadre who have Ngut/in the requisite
service, Thus, aforesaid Ruls makes it clesar that ac
hoc promotions are to be made in each cadre according to
the seniority of that particular cadre. The applicant
cannct, therefore, make a claim for ad hoc promotions
against vacancies available in cadres other than their
CWAL Their plea that they should not bhe raverted from
ad  hoc appointments in grade’C’ til11 persons recruited
from Tlatter examinations in other Ministries are first

reverted, cannot therefore be sustainad.

12. It 1is of course true that Rule 2(h) speaks of =z
SOomman seniority to be prepared and  revized in
accordance with the regulations to be framed by  the
Central Government. We do not find that, prima Tacie,

such a common seniority list is to be used in F17174ng up

e
e
[

P

of the cadre posts except when the range of seniord
resuits in some eligible officials reguiring adjustment

in cadres other than their own case,

13, That apart, law on the position of  regularisation
is now well settled. Regularisation can bs made
pursuant Lo a scheme or an order in that bshalf. Mere

working on a post for a number of years on ad hoo basis

not vest a person with the right to get regularis

sh 2 post which is meant to be filled up by regular
recruitment  process under statutory rules. I any
authority 13 required for this proposition, 1t is

available +in the case of Mulkesh Bhai Chotabhai Patel &

Ors, Ve, Joint Agri. Marketing Advisor, Govi. of

India_ & Ors. AIR 1985 SC 413. It is not 1in dispute

3

(7t

that respondents intend to replace the applicants by

regularly selected hands who are admittedly seniors. It



& also not in dispute that ad hoc orders of promot jon

it

(]

% to the applicants were issued with the condition ¢h

“these appointments are temporary on ad hoc basis and

absorption in Grade 'C’ of CSS8 or seniority in that
grade”. It is also submitted by the respondents that ro
one  junior to the applicants in the respondent-Minigtry
nas  besn allowed to continue on ad hoc promotion after
the'r vreversions were ordered. Law stipulates that ad
hoc  appointee has no right to continue in that capacity

as a matter of right.

gy 14, In the 1light of the position of Taw as wall  ag
-

detailed as aforementicned, applicants’ case has nc

merit and deserves to be dismissed. We do 50

accordingly but without any order as tc costs.

~ A 1)
{8.P. Biswas) (Mrs. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member(A) Member{J)
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