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DENTR&L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIFASL BENCH
04 No.1452/2000

New'Delhi, this 12th day of January, 2001
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Hon"ble

Shii
Hon’ble Shri

V.K. Tat Mamber (&)
"1 Shanker Raju, Member(J)

- -

Ms. Suman Sharna
EW-23/8, Single OFficers
Indian Military Ao adamy

Deshradun-248 004 -

RS

HCCOMmN .
ASpplicant

(By Shri D.R.Gupta, Advocate)

Ulvli‘::'lml oF India, th‘"OUgh
L. Secretary

Ministry of Defence
"Delhi
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2. Director MT-7
Army Hars. , New Delhi -

3. Commandaim

Army Cadet College Wing

Indian Military Academy, Dehradun
- Ms. Sundel Tasvir

¢/0 ACC wing, ING

Indian Military ACademy

Dehradun .
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Raspondents
(By Shri s.p. Gupta, Advocate)

ORDER (oral )
By Shri Vv.K.Majotra

applicant is aggrieved by the respondents’

L4 - 3 e o VNI - 5
GeClsion  whereby he services as Lecturer in  Indian
Military ARCaaemy are allegedly being replaced by

appointment of another ad-hoe Lecturer in English namel sy

M Sundel Tasvir (Respondent 43, ﬁcc&rding to  the
applicant, she Was  appointed asg ad-hoe Lecturer on
.9.98  and nas  served till 15.6.2000 without biraalk .
Relying USoh tha ratios  in the mattere of 2tate  of
ﬂ%ﬂﬁé&‘l&”Y.%a*J?.i_&CEL&;‘.iﬂﬁﬁ“(_szigl..,Z.w.ﬁ IC 403 angd Anarendra
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It has beasn Contended that an - ad-hoe o tem
. EMporary
enpl oyves should ot be replaced by ancther  ad-hoes ;
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f.:éﬁn’w|m M Ay oy A A,y oy
POrary umpluy@&; he  coulg be replaced i 1 k
& WitLly [«3% =1

Fegularly selectad employes
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2. In  the counter, respondsnts have stated that the
applicant had been appointed purely on contractual terms
twice over and on the expiry of these contracts hes i~
services were terminable. Although R-4  (Ms. Sundel
Tasvir) has been selectad for appointment as Lecturer,

e has Loeen  offered appointment, now there is no
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regu il rems for appointment of a Lecturer to teach the
Enalish  subject as the respondents have resorted to
engage  the services of a gualified Service Officer for
teaching the subject. In this manner the applicant has
not been  replaced by any other ad-hoc Lecturer.
recording to  the respondents, the cases cited by the
applicant are not applicable to the facts of the present
CHSS
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We  have heard the lsarned couns&ljboth sides  and
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perused the records. Reiterating the polints made in the
0n, learned counsel of the applicant stated that in case

the respondents have decided not to engage any  ad-haoac

Lecturar  to teach English at  present, applicant’s
interest in futuire should be protected. Lsarned COunsa ]

of  the regpondents stated that the respondents do not
have any plan  to  resort to appointment of any  ac -
nNoc regular Lectuirer to teasch the subject of English at
present. They are planning tao continue with the prasent
arrangement  of Servicae Of?ic&r teaching the subjaeat of

English.
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4. In  our view, the ratios of the cases cited by the
learned counsel of the applicant are applicable to  the
facts and circumstances of the prasent Casa .,
Respondents  cannot be allowed to r&placgﬁ’th@ Services
of  the applicant Ly other ad-hoc appointes. They can
replace  her  services only by a regularly selected
Lecturer. However, respondents’ decision to ENYage
Service Officer to teach the subject of English at
present cannot be faulted with. But, in future, whain
secasiong  arises and the respondents decide to BNGAGR
ad-noc  Lecturer  to teach the  subject of English,
ﬁpplicaﬁt would be entitled for  consideration for
appmiqtmﬁnt as ad-hoc/temporary Lecturer in English in
pireferaence to outsider/ fresher . Applicant Can

ariodically post the respondents of her latest addresy
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(Shankear Ralju) (V~K~Majoérmj
Member (J) ' Member (4)
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