
r

IN THE central ADR IN ISTR aT I\£ TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BLNCH

OA 1149/1989

NEy DELHI, this 15th day of April, 1994

Shri N. U.Krishnan, Hon'ble \JC ( a)
Shri C.3. Roy, Hon'ble Plember(3)

Shri Surjit Singh
s/Q Shri sunder Singh
r/o 2222, Gali Ravi Oass
Teliuara, Delhi-110006 •« Applicant

By Shri Raman Kapur, Advocate

\ye rsu s

Director General
Indian Council of Agricultural Research
Krishi 8hauan, Necj Delhi ». Respondent

By Mrs. Uidhya 1*1 alik. Advocate

ORDER (Oral)

(By Hon'blc Shri N. V.Krishnan , \/C (a)

This OA is before us for final hearing. None appeared

for the parties though called twice. The case is listed at

31.No.4 under the regular matters uith a note to the Counsel

that the first 10 Cases are posted peremptorily for final

hearing. There fore, . ue sre .pgiscFactea to pass orders after

perusal of the records.

2. The applicant here, uho uas an Assistant, uas appointed

to the higher post of Section Officer on ad hoc basis by

the order dated 19.3.64 (Annexure A) for a short period upto

5.5,84 »or unt il\ further orders uhichev/er is earlier*. The

ad hoc appointment of the applicant as uell as cortain other
t/vvpersons continued from time to time upto the beg|̂ ing of 1989.

By order dated 31,10.88 the ad hoc appointment of 12 persons

including the applicant has been continued upto 20.2,89

(Annexure D) , Subsequently, by Annexure E order dated 23,3,89
-the ad hoc appointment of three per sons^ includ ing the applicant

uas continued upto 22 .3.89 only and they uere reverted from

the date of the issue of that order, i.e. 23,3.89.
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3. The applicant is aggrieved by this orde r beeause

he has been rev/erted after a long spell of ad hoc

appointment and his juniors are continuing as Section

Officers. It is stated that" his juniors S/Shri Jfl.P.

Kamboj, Chaman Lai and Dev Singh hav/e been regula

rised as Section Officer under promotion quota ignoring

him. He has, therefore, prayed for a direction to

quash the impugned order dated 23.3.89 (Annexure £)

as illegal and arbitrary,

4. The respondents have filed their reply contending

that the applicant was appointed on ad hoc basis

pending regular appointment on the basis of the

competitive examination. In other uords, these

persons uere continued against the fortuitous vacan

cies. Uhen the applicant became eligible for promotion.

his^uas considered for the first time by the QpC on

12.5.88, "^he applicant uas not found fit for promotion.
His Case u/as again considered by the DpC in March, 1989

and again he uas net found suitable Tor oromotion.

some of his juniors uere found suitable by the

OpCvin accordance uith the Rules aad they uere reau-
larised^ the applicant ch-all hLtiiid-^u uo reverted.

Subsequently, another DpC uas held, which has considered

the latest records of the applicant^ found, fit for

promotion and accord ingly^ he was recommended for ad hoc

promotion by order dated 22 .6.89 as regular vacancies

were not available. In the circumstances, the res

pondents contend that the application is devoid of

merits and deserves to be rejected.
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5. In the rejoander filed by the applicant,

the applicant's contention is that a temporary

employee Can not be reverted without being given

an opportudty. He also expresses surprise hou

he has been found fit for promotion very soon

after he yas reverted in flarch, 1989.
I

6. ue have considered the matter. It is quite

clear that the applicant was initially appointed

on ad hoc basis pending availability of Candidates

from competitive examination for the posts of

^ „^^tion Officer, That ad hoc promotion continued.
His turn for consideration for promotion under pro-

motion quota arose only, in 1908. He uas not ^©-eo^-
by the DpC and rejected. He uas continued, only

on the ground that ad hoc vacancies were available.

He u/as again found unfit by the next DpC and he has

been reverted by the Annexure 8 order which therefore

Can not be faulted.

The respondents now claim that in the subsequent
QPC, it consider^ the records ending 31 .>3.89 and

^ he has been found ""flkfer promotion. This can not
be coneideted as unusual because it is quite poSBlble
that^hB recoid of one year might make or mar the
cargearf of an employee. He has been therefore promoted
by the flnnexure I order dated 22 .6.89, uhioh is stated
to be ad hoc as no regular vacancies uere available

at that time.

In the circumstances, we find that this application
has no merits and accordingly is dismissed.

(N.l/.KrishnlV)'̂
, Vice Chairman(A)
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