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1. Shri R.K. Saini, s/o Shri Sohan Lai

2, » Deui Dayal, s/o Shri Tilu Ram

A.O. Batra, s/o Shri R.C. Batra

4. tsi 3.C. Rathi, s/o Shri Hukum Singh

5. w S.C. Rohilla, s/o Shri Rsm Kala

6. « Bhaguan Das, s/o Shri Chacherro Singh

7. u S.K. riitglani, s/o Shri Sham Das
8.

u Bhaguan Shukla, s/o Shri S. Shukla

fO

all cjorking as Supervisors, Adult Education
Branch, Die. cf Education, Delhi

By Shri K.N.R. Pillai, Advocate
Versus

Director of Education •
Delhi Administration
Old Secretariat, Delhi

Shri Kali Char an
Addl, Director (Adult Education)
5/9, Underbill , Road, Delhi

By Shri n.M. Sudan," Advocate

ORDER Coral) '

(By Shri N. U. Krishnan, Hon'ble VC (a)

This Case is listed at Si.No.4 in today's

Cause list uith a note to the counsel that the first

10 Cases are posted peremptorily for final heading.

As none has appearejd in this case though called tuice,

ue proceed to pass order after perusing the records.

2, The applicants are Supervisors in the Adult

Education Branch of the Directorate of Education

under the Delhi Adn inistr aticn., They ate aggrieved

by the Annexure A-X order dated 7.9.89 stating that
\ . . . '

they uiere admittedly Trained Graduate Teachers, uho

uere directed to uork in the pay scale of the post

of Supervisors in the Adult £au cat ion, Brahch ,by

Annexure A~I, A-II and A-IH orders dated 20 . 6.79,

15.5.79 and 17.10.80, respectively. By the impugned
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order, they uiere reverted to their substantive posts

of TGTs/pGTs and posted in their respective schools.

Their prayer is to quash the Ann6>ajrB A-X order and to

direct the. respondents to retain the applicants as

Supervisors, Adult Education, in preferece to

thej-r juniors select Bd' under the Recruitment Rules,

ISBS, as long as the programme continues and posts

of Supervisors are available.

3. Ue have perused the Case. Uhile persons

like the applicants drawn from different schools

were uork,ing as Su;,ervisors, Recruitment Rules, 1983*^

uere framed fcr filling Up the posts of Project

Officer and Supervisor, Adult Education.' Tbese

recruitment rules made a provision for promotion

to these pests in the Adult Education Programme

only from the staff drawn from Social Education Branch.
1

4. The recruitment rules uere challenged by

the persons like the applicants uorking in the

post of Supervisor in OA 53/86. That was decided on

19.10.88 and the following direction uas given; -

- "15. In the facts and circumstances,
ue -allow the petition and declare that

that the Recruitment Rules for the post of
Project Officers Grade 11 notified on

27.8.83 suffer from the vice of discri

mination and are violative of Articles 14

and 16 of the Con stiiut icn in so far as

they exclude Supervisors (Adult Education)
as oaeof the feeder categories for promotion.

1

Ue, therefore, set aside the Recruitnient

Rules only to the extent of such exclusicn

and direct that like Supervisors( SE),

. ^P/3
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Supervisors (Adult Education) uith fi\/e

years of experience in the grade should
also be incluaed as the first of the

eligible categories for promotion. A

reuieu DpC should be held to consider
I

Supervisors (Adult Education) uith five
years of service as on 1.2,85 when respon

dents 3 to 6 uere promoted and if some of

them are included in the panel uithin the

number of vacancies of project Officers

available on that date they should be

given notional promotion as Project

Officers till they are retained in the

Adult Education uing. Action on the eibove

lines uith payment of arrears of higher pay

and allouances, if any, should be completed

uithin a period of three months from the
date of communiCRtion of this order,. There

uill be no order as to costs."

)V"

5. The respondents state in their reply that

in pursuance of this judgement, a DPC uas held and

promotions uere made on, that basis. A copy of the

order promoting one Shri B.S» Rana has been enclosed

uith the reply.

6. It is further stated that the posts of Super

visors in Adult Education hav/e been abolished uith

effect from 24.11.88 and in vieu of the changed policy

and therefore the applicants have to go back to their

parent schools artd they uill haue no ground to say

that if they are transferred back to their schools,

they uill loose the chance of being considered for

promotion in the Adult Education Programme. The
j

respondents also state that as a result of the promul-

gamation of 1983 Recruitment Rules, 24 teachers uere

rendered surplus and they u ere transferred to their

parent cadrts. Of them, 16 bave already'd een promoted

in their oun cadre, only the eight applicants in
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the present DA remain, uho uere to revert to their

schools as the posts of Supervisors hav/e been abolished.

7. In the rejoinder filed by the applicants, it is

stated that the ., !judgement at Annexure A-III has not

been implemented and that a contempt of court petition

for non-compliance of the judgement is pending and

the court has issued notice to the respondents. No

other particulars are given. It is also stated in

the rejoinider in so far as the order abolishing the

posts of Supervisor is concerned, the same has been

challenged in OA 254o/89 in which a judgement has
that

been rendered on 19.12.89 directing/the respondents

should not give effect to the order abolishing the

post of Supervisors till the appeal to be filed by

the concerned persons to the Lt. Governor and the

Union Ministry of Education is decided. The appli

cants have not filed either a copy of the judgement

in OA 2540/89 or of the representation made to the

Lt. Governor.

8. ye have perused the records. In the light

of the facts mentioned above, the situation is that

the applicants uere appointed to certain posts of

Supervisor's in the Adult Education Scheme, ^dmittedly^

the posts have been abolished., the respondents
(j-c-

say that all PGTs uorking in internal arrangement

\

immediately relieved and transferred to the schools

from uhere they uere drauing their salaries, by the

order nou passed by the respondents (Annexure A-X).
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9, Ug ars unable to sppreciste hou this order can be assailed

For, if the posts stand ebolishad, there is no alternatiua

except to repatriate the applicants to their parent schools.

Therefore, tha respondents cannot be faulted on passing

the, impugned order. It is a different matter that the
'9—

order of/the posts of Supervisor is itself stated to be

under challenge in OA.2540/89.

10, In the ci rcumstances,• us find no merit in this OA. It

is dismissed, Ue houeuer, make it clear that the respondents

shall consider the question of applying to the applicants

in this OA any favourable orders that may be passed by

them in pursuance of the decision rendered, in OA,2540/90 and

on the representation stated to be pending before the

Lt,Governor,

(C.j; ROY)
1^1 EMBER (3)

/tvg/

(M,V. KB ISHMAN)
VICE CHAIRriAN(A)


