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(delivered by Hon'ble Shri T.S. Oheroi,‘Member).-

jon " sy this order. we deal with O.A. No. 390/89,

| filed by shri Rajbir Singh and 15 other applicants,tO.A.
No. 391/89, moved by Shri Yogender Singh and 14 other A”
applicants. O.A. No. 420/89 £filed by shri Ballam Singh and his
other two colleagues and O.A. No. 2223/88 filed by shri |
Harbir Singh ‘and Shri A.N. Mishra. It would be convenient
to dlspose of these applications by a common order having
regard to the fact that the issues involved in these O.As are -
Similar and the relief claimed in 0.AS No. 390/89,_391/89 and -

| 420/89'isithe same ﬁhile-the applicants inZO.A. No. 2223/88

seek to quash the appointments of the ‘applicants in the other O.As{

| - -:2-,A, - we may first deal with the grounds urged and the reuef

W' _ E _ claimed by the applicants in O.A. No.. 390/89. The sixteen 4
applicants in this O.A. were ‘initially app01nted as Village

! : Level Workers between the years 1979 and 1981. Their names
were sponsored by the Employment Exchange, following receipt
of a letter to this effect from the respondents, for. appointment

‘ to the posts of Horticulture A5sistant/P1ant Protection )
? ,as CD“hJ'eﬂ? Assistant/Agriculture Inspector/bemonstrator/Seed Deve10pment .>

Assistant/Technical Assistant, in the pre-revised pay scale

of B. 425-700.2 The applicants were selected for appointment
in the abOVe posts by the Selection committee, constituted for
the purpose, by the respondents, on 17 7.1984. In addition to

A'l_lfﬁr' the applicants, who were already working as Village Level

Workers with the re5pondents, 15 more persons, who are applicants
in O.A. No. 391/89, and were also sponsored by the Employment

-”;, Exchange, were similarly offered appointment. while these 15

*_;persons accepted the offer of appointment on daily rate basis

andﬁgere so appointed between 1 8.1984 to 9 8.1984, the jf

\\gz.;f v ‘_gi~applicants in O.A. No. 390/89 did not accept the offer on ;

o :11y rate basis, because they were alreadywworking on a-

I i;f,;p;-regular basis,~ albeit in lower posts. The - fifteen . = ;; .




applicants An Ouhy No. 391/39 vere appbiiyied dn 15 kb

. ehé »post ‘of Horticultur.o Assistant/l’lant Protection L

Aasistant etc.’ vide order dated 8.5.198'7 ) 1o the

“pegular pay scale of By 1400—2300. . The 'applicmu-m OA 3908

; b

takingﬁecue. uede a tepresentation to the respondents
for appointment m the pay acale of ns. 14 00-2300. ; '
R respondents, conceding their request, appointed

BN R

Vthém in’ ithe aforesaid posts and pay scale by an order

atednz'l .1.1988 on purely ad hoc basis upto 30.11 1988
while one of, the applicants. Shri Raj Pal Singh, was ;"
so appointed vide order dated 2 3.1988. : '_ applicants
havevaverred that they are worki.ng continuoasly L t C
1n the aforesaid posts from the date of thelr initi.al
appoinunent. The applicant's case is ﬂmat the '

g e .

re5pondents have threatened them o terminate their

s

services w:Lth effect from 1. 3.1989 ané"in Grder to

41
i

ac}:nieve this end. the respondents 'proposed ‘o hold

Sl b

:{,__,Ainterview”on 6"3.’1989 after getting the names of the _

e R
BRI

{“«l)ﬁ? i

‘.*,_pros;:ect:;ve candidates sponso d ‘by the Employment

The appi 1cants allege that :‘the respondents '




udgmems _f' & E'Supreme cmrt in mttan z.al & ors.

o vs State of ﬁaryana. isas(rwx.wwza 8.Cy, and,
g : Narender Chadha & 0rs} VB. UOI./1986 sc 638. the
RS 1 S

appl icants have contended Ehat! the contemplated action
- which the respondents proposed"to takey 48 . v.'dative
of the lav'v"laid down in these judgments. . While
cdmitting the application on 27.2'.1989. a Bench of this

1

'rribunal directed the" respondents to maintain satus quo

T

. and not to teminate the services of the: applicants.

'l‘his interim i order' 5 has’ been continued on the

directions of this Tribunal from ‘tdme - to time, with the

-

result that the applicants are ‘&1l continuing to

T ,, -

OCC“PY these postS. R * -

‘7..‘ .

CRESEE e e he facts leading to the filing of ‘0.A, NO. 391/89
. o 0TS &
by Shri Yogender Singh/may he briefly noted. The

T respondents sent a reguisition to the Employment

,k SRR Exchange for sponsoring the names of suitable persons

RS
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for filling u t‘ne posts of Horticulture Assistant etc.
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ks engaged on daily rateh basis and they allege that the

.;i.\.;respondants denied them the regular pay scale of Rs.1400-2300

althoush vacancies 1n this grade were avauabie and they e

'x-fizl

were“ eppointed ngainst permanent postS. o On 8 5.1987.

S J RS ,-w,-;,“:n '7-;.—~. W 1

|

i ia;:’pld.cam:rz» o the posts of Horticulture Assistant etc.

.'-__ 1»...‘4;-

e /in thepay scale, of k. 1400-2300 with effect from

BOAYE = :-«L

1—.5.19&7 on,\g__ g:-hoc. bas?.s and they. would not be entitled

MAS,. -
5 DL -.5~r.;1'

for regular ~appointment and neniority in these posts ..

'l'he appl icants approached the Labour cOurt under sgctj_on




330(2) of the Industrial Dis;mtes Act. 1947 claimlng
difference of aalazy between i‘thel waqux paid to them .
on daily rate basis and the salary in the pay scale of

RS, 1400-2300¢ 3 'rhe Labonr cOuxt.aDelhi held that the

appli:cants uere entitled to salary in the :eqular pay :
| scale from* the date oi their initial appointment and |
: ,j directed the respondents o pay to:: the' applicants _

+ Sum of ns.->4,42 5'74 .20 p asi differenceuof wages on daily
xrate basis and- salaty in regular pay scale. . They

moved the mduatrial 'rribunal seeking :egularisation
in the aervic . vide award dated 26 .11 1988. the

-4

P e
Ao a iy,

TR Sl

:I:ndustrial 'l'ribunal held that the applicants were = ‘

i

entitled to".be regn,arised in the ,,posts in which they

.. were appointed from the initial date thereof .
&ccordinqto the applicants. the award ¢ of the Industrial
'rribunal has become final .and. they{ are, deemed to have

: been regularised from the date of toeir initial appointment.

AL
=

at % the respondente became annoyed with the
: pproaching the Labou;.:, C:ourt and |
"j:he | reSpondents

dustrial 'rribunal and qxt "of vendetta,

o have ;,thx'eatened to te:minate their services and to f’y j

3 areplaoe:them‘;by_ new'hands " :l'he__ respondenta called

“f:esh names from 'the Employment ’:_‘;,Exchapgez for fim.ng
these posts on regular«hosis sand propoaed to hold an
‘. {.,?interview for the same on 6. 3.1989.' 'rhe,,, applicants

~-the: re8pondents fpr filling up ‘these

;.--.‘filed the present application unde;: Section 19 of the

"Administrative 'rribunals.Act. 1985. on 21 2.1989.
__"They assert that byw vixtue of, continng}:s service '
from thedate ?f initial appointment, themappl icants have

¢ sts, the appliqants ‘

—_n e, .
S




service the» judgments of the HOn'ble Supr~me Court.
the ulgh court& and ghis. .;ibunal 4n: various cases,

c o .,as :Ln O.A. No. 390/89, sedverted ‘£6- above ¥ the applicants

have prayed for setting as:l.de the 1mpugned order by ,
vhich mu:w.m verc»held £z for iilling“up the posts in
question“ A Bench of: this Tribuna*l raty the Princ:lpal Bench |

interim
passed an- identical/order as: in the aforssa:ld O.A.

which has been continued from time to time.

"'4". E cOming to .A. No. 420/89. filed by shri
Ballam Singh and two other persons, it may be stated
T ghat the facts of the case, ‘the grounds urged and

e the relis sought in the present application are
identical to those :ln the other two O.As, ,which have .

been discussed hereinabove. 'rhe applicants were -
in‘itially appointed as Supervisor (Horticulture)

et ger vzen e g
ghoLL R ‘:m e

on various dates between 13 8.1984 and’ 2’1 .5 .1988

TR and they were paid etholuinents on’ daily Fate basis.

W . ""’“N;from 20 15.19 Be,a pp]i/ have ‘Peant paia salarY
% the sagilai Y sbiad i Frow that'aate' they

:Ln this’ O.A. have “dalled m am the dicta of the

M Hon'ble supreme Ccurt, the High Courts and this ‘l‘ribunal

‘;which have been re_l:led upon by the applicants :ln the

. cants- ‘Ballam Singh & Daya Ram Pal.f'




:Ln the afpresai& three applications, stoutly opposing the

; :.~.,~prayer Of the applicanta. . It. As averred, by them that t:l'ﬁ'.L

Horticuluzre Assistant etc .«is the Development oonunissioner.

However. the splectq.on Or promotlon wtq g.hese @cposts

is o be made on the recommendatiqns of the staff




e e A A i, Lo -
v L i ‘3:'1 5! '-’.’. A g o LN Ty

: V . 1}wpresentations made by these employees, the msmndents

decided to appoint them on ad hoc basis in the reqular pay

s_cale of Is. 1400-2300 ti'll regular appointments were made.
ide sg VB Wiy PEASASAN - numring 16
vide order dated 8.5 .198‘7. }'.l‘he Village Level WOrkers./whose

v d 71'..-;;_"-.

natnes were sponsored by the Employment Exchange. approached

Py
S LA a2t -

s

oo view of the matter. they were appointed on ad hoc basis.l
‘ _ '. 'l'he re_spondents have stated in the counter that Village Leval

Workers are not in the feeder line for promotion to the posts :
h question. . uowevgr, the 15 VLWs were appointed. on ad hoc
o, gmployment Exchange. 'l‘he reSpondents initiated action
R @ *to“ f111 up the posts on regular basis in accordance with the

S

Récruitment‘ Rules and the prescribed procedure. As such,

oz ‘erequisit‘ion ‘wag" sent o ﬂae Employment ‘Bxchange for
sponsoring names for appointment to these posts in the
d:.rect recruitment quota for the 49 posts o ‘I'he Employment

RS ER 2 Exchange sponsor‘ed “the ‘names “of 118 persons for consideration. "

: ~A Stéff Selection ’Board ‘was constituted by the Developnent
'”‘”""cemmissioner to hold intervie\son Sth 'Ith and\ eth March,

iz ~*have b‘een wor‘king on ad-‘-’t"""'f ”basis. thongh thei’r names were
by ‘not sponsored this time by the Employment Exchange. were

also ‘askeéq- to ta}ga‘“part inithef"interview and they were even

......

“*f'?fiallowed ag-relaxation. However. the’ applicante refused to

.“i?;?participate in ‘the interview ana: have moved this Tribunal
hallenging the action *oﬁ the respondents e 'l‘lae | '

< -’@\appointed on daily rate*basis nnt on* account 'Of their ‘ N
;«wi }repeated and persistent”‘representations. taking a lenient '
‘_»view. -»the respondents appointed“ them: ifn )regular pay scale

= »-‘%hough on id hoc hasis. ¥ 5 '.l'hey have deniedr ﬂaat they have |
taken revongeful“actibn against.the sp@licants, On the |
other hand. the respondents have 'baken & lenient view |

in calling the ad-hoc appointees 'for interview so as to

the Department for similar appointment and ta ing a aympathetic

= £'1989 for selection=oftsuitab1e personso The aPPlica“ts' who

£ r’éspondents h’ave -mphasiSed that t'ne applicants were initiailyn,




[ - :} - ,.,‘.‘w.&‘. s,{‘) L o
r,egularise their appointment in the posts already he\l'c'a‘r by

7‘*1 s (b N
their nnmes were not sponsored by the

Employment Exchanged.m 'rhey have asserted that it is wrong

to uggest that the applicants have been working on

-s'w;l«: 5,3

S _,‘;:,;arrecrs as they are not governed under the Minimum wages
I Aot. 1948. - They have denied that the ‘applicants were
¢ . R . 4. - \ a_ 20t

selected by a“sr.aff selection Board on 17.7.1984. or any

Tl e

violation of the provisions of Articles 14 16 and 21 of _‘

the Constitution has been committed by them. ‘rheir action

VR Sy TR

".Frr'r“" [

The respondents 'have prayed for vacation of the interim

g N‘L-,.

" order passed by the Tribunal.
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6.- m the """" ba ckdmp of the contentions of the

~ parties ing support of their respective cases. as ‘discussed

‘lm:rlefly:r hereinabove. me::;may ;NOW., succinctly analyse ﬂie

rig._pleaaingsp,of; the part:les in o.A. No.. 2'23/88. filed by
R :-,:\,. nt . -
7'<'Shri Harbit Singhiand ‘one more. °PP11°3“"" the.
t herein .

-,fapplicants/have impleaded all the applicants in the '

_;»aforesaid three O;As.wviz. O.A. Nos,: 390/89. .A. No. 3Sti/89

e as respondents R
i fand o.A.; nm 420/89/. «The.. applicants are working as

iﬁ;’."?‘:-fvnlage Level workers in,_the office ofthe respondents -

19779 - m the pay scale of ns. 9'75-1540.

;.:‘ainée septembera &

et mext promotion 35:t0.the gade,of yillage Level
. *‘*"f;i-"Worker senior gmde/group level worker in the pay Scale

~,fof m.1’200~2040L
b.ecomesﬂ entitled %o promotion tp ths post of Horticulture

_,...:;A VLW Senior Gxade/GrOup Level worker

CELE 0y fr,:Seed Develor!!@nt Assistant andf Demonstrator etc. in the

C is lawful and 'not arbitrary. discriminatory or unreasonable.

';Assistant* J?Lant protection Assistgnt. 'rechnioal Assistant. A




| persone vorking es Agriculture AssistmtslGerden

,__},‘,'Qverseer/Group Level worker/)-‘:xtension officers/
e T */fall’:in:thegone of. .consideration.
,..};Agriculture (CD) ?arm Managers (J’r.) ete é 'l‘he applicants

in this O.A. have challenged the competence of ,

. "’respondent No. 3 to requisition the names £rom the

¥ PTNEEE

L ;'AQEmployment Exchange cr to appoint any person in the . )
, '- scale of Rs. 1400-2300. The Employnent Exchan@

3 sponsored the names cE 16 Village Level Workers in
... adaition to outsiders._ 15 persons were S Yhitially

i o e b _~'appointed as Supervisors on daily rate basis |
::,:':'which did not include the V.L Ws against ‘the posts
___',Awhich, the applicants allege. did not exist.»

B V:subSequently, _the 16 V.L .Ws were also appointed in
,the pay scale ef ns. 1400-2300 on ad hoc basis, upto

i “f'iv s '. e

30 .11, 1988. On 20.5 1988. two wore outsiders were

similarly appointed.w Accordmg to the applicants.
iy the thirty-three.posts were filled in, utter disregard
T LOGE ghe relevant tulés’ and by a: person who .was_not competent |

. -fThe *min ¢omp1aint ofthe

"to make such appsintnents
.A.»»; is that by the illegal appointuents

"’L‘ppl ic‘a‘nts in*' this\

their promotion avenues :

-have een blocleed and their:service career stamt ruined.»

It -i8 contended b“ythem that all the V.L .WS. who were _' o

o ‘appointed in: t’he pay\ scale °f 35- 1409‘23"0 on 'd hoe b‘Sis'

GRS Sre junior ‘€0 “theni'in ‘the: combined senicrity list of

‘-.VLWS and they do not possess the requisite experience .
T : 'L"frprescribed under the Rules. lt;' v'i‘hsugh the aecruitment
Rules provide for appointment to these sts 59 % each by
x":d'irect r.ecruitment and promotion.\ out of 5’7 filled posts,
"':only 17 are held‘by depart:nsntal candidates. thsl
v_applicants assert. »The a’ppl‘iba’nts have: prayed for, o

S .‘quashing the eppointneuts ‘of the" /sespo,ndents who are ‘

_.a.ll ap; I 'cants in the dthei? O‘As szhich are subject matter '

o a;:of this judgment. and for rsstraining the respondents- i
Vs

fﬁ_pepartment :Erom regnlarising their services. 'rhey S




:further seek a direction from this Tribunal to the .

respondents to seruplously follow the Recruitment Rules

el servicé in the feeder grade of VLWs Senior Grade etc.

:I.s an eésent-:ial :eéuirenent for promotion o ‘the posts of

Horticultuze Assistants etcy Promotion to these posts,
&l _?1'-'5':§>be1ng ‘Class III ex-cadre- POStSo abides by the “s€lection
f-"""-‘made by the Staff SeleCtion Co:nmission or D6partmental

Promotion Committee constituted ‘as” per instructions . '(

g eged from time’ & tie ' The’ respondents have admitted -
n.,»\...;-._.'._..that the aPPlicants -in this O.A. are:; senior X0 the :
respondents in the: grade. of. Village Level:Workers and
they have. heen appointed againStvthe posts reserved for

: But this has been done -on the basis of

. promotiom quota.

r‘”

posts, of Horiticuituze Assistants etc. carrying a pay ,

zVi“ 1aae Level

‘pmmOtion as: Harticulmre zASSistant etc.; !rhe official- _..‘f B

_,»;droppgd as »it;fm~found that they had not appeared for

*1ntexv:lew before a duly ponstituted Staff selection Board.
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A.»are not eligible for: appointment to" the crade of

'. Bs. :.«100-2300r aB t’hey have not .been nppointed even to the

It is stated by the official respondents that there are
38 posts of Horticulture Assistants out of which 19 are .

to be filled by direct recruitment and the . reSt by

promotion. Following interviews held by the respondents

. to fill up these posts on. a regular basis, a: panel has been

prepared and the appointrrents will be made as. and when the
interim stay, ordered by this Tribun_al, is Vacated.

'l'he official respondents have stated that they have no
objection to the grant of reliefs sought by the appl icants .

g;f,-. riThe privaﬁte resp:n dents have: strongly t-'*PPC’S‘Bd the

prayer sought by the: applicants 4n O.A. 2223/1988..

'i‘hey have contended that the application 48" not naintainable‘
288 the-ﬂapplicants have no locus standi to file the present
application. and they are not similarly situated vil-a-vis
th reSpondents o ‘l‘hey have stressed that they were

w3t selected by duly constitued Selection Comittee in 1984 -

for appointment in the grade of ls..1400-2300 after their ‘

¥ :names were sponsored by the'.Employmenthxchange in reSponse o
' to a requisition‘ sent by ‘the! official respondents. S

'rhe respondents have challenged the maintainability of

the O.A'---on the ground of lim:.tation as the cause of action.

if any, arose in 1984 when they were g

whereas the application was filed in November.ieae. T
'.l‘he respondents have avetred that they cannot be held ‘ |

i

re8ponsihle for any irregularity comh:ittad by “the official

£ respondents, 'rhey have Benied that thesr have been appointed

against non-existent posts. as alleged by the applicants

; "Though they werenpaid wageSa On daily rate' wbusis from S

1984 to 198‘7 but latér on‘ %w*‘wem paid the~difference in: :

. salery :I.n compliance with the judgment o the Labour Oourt-

In sum snd substance, the respondents have strongly

/,_

opposed the prayers made in this O.A.

.\. -

-selected and appointed.‘-_ i




i

-siarious factors :such as their names :'having been duly

N ..,.h
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equal wo*‘k and'also for possessing eqt:la"l qualificat:.ons.z
QL:WSQ ‘ in”_

: aﬁplicantsA in .As':- '

0., No. 2223/88, a yet'they have sueaked into the higher. "

posts of Horticulture Assistants etc.. though. at the same' .




;’/ Employment Bxchange, while those of the applicants in O.A.

‘.etr

T
ERRL O I L

i

not got their names registered with the Employment Exchange, for'

'ghhigher posts. Besides,‘neither the applicants in OA No. 390/89

‘nor those in OA NO. 2223/88 fall into the feeder categories for *

promotion to the posts of Horticulture Ass;stants etc., which
‘include VLWs in the senior grade of B. 1200u2040 with five years

i‘ o ', zof regular service, as both still haopen to be in the junior grade ij

v;of VLWs.‘ These and many other intricate questions raised in L

_various O.As under consideration, need to be gone into, in V’

_ _prosition in case of each applicant, in each O.A. This in ‘fact,

o ;y;Was heinc taken up by the respondents before a Selection Board
| u;which had called all the applicants in these O.As, besides ‘some

_;more candidates whose names were called for, from the Employment

TUL N

Exchange for the second time, on 5.12.1988, when stay was'

3

--;:'granted by this Tribunal in various_O.As, on requests from the

y(,. ¥%
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. of Delhi, while‘the applicants in para.‘

L “"...the order of the labour court can only he
sLoTE challenged An:-the: :High Court. :and . until-and unless the -
" 'same is set : aside by’ ‘the High Court, ‘the same will be
binding Jbetween ‘the’ parties.:; It is wrong to say that
" the management have challenged ‘the said order in the
:-,sﬂigh Court: by: way-of writ . petition. However, it s -

“submitted that the respondents have moved to the High -

. So far as the rest of the ‘applicants are concerned,

' the .management have: not-even.filed. |rit: .petitions in .

~ the High court. EvVen in case of sh. ‘Som Veer Arya.';
:» the High Court, have‘notvso far, iesued notice in their
writ petition. It is also submitted that in case' of

t with the orders of the Labour Court and in case of
..others; the High Court have -already directed the
respondents ‘to comply with the orders of the Labour S
Court by 6th June, 1989“’ SRR . :

time it is true that their names were duly sponsored by the - (

‘: No. 2223/88 were not so Sponsored. presumably the latter hav1ng }ﬂ';p

g‘“accordance with the Recruitment Rules, keeping in view the factual f

COnnected w1th the abOVe}proposition involved regarding,fd

to the re5pondents, the same is under challenge in the High COurt.
(F) ‘on pages 7-8 of the &

: Court-against:one: .of .the -applicants.: Shi Som Veer Arya.'13

-+ She-Som Veer ATYaq: ‘the: :;espondents ‘have- already complied .'

|
i
l
. ).
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D *ﬁ3ﬁw:3‘ o In-the above circumstances, ﬁe ‘46" not think 1%
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vmm;very long Spells

"“53m“f necessary to further dwell upon this< spect of the case.

......
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ne>t academic year, it was held Ehat 1t results in their

"".f-'A s i et :/_ 4, :‘«,;

the effect of such appointments for

_gives rise to a, clalmlﬁk the'
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T Posts of Horticul ire A'sslstants ete

B

case,hwe may say a few w0rds about the limitation aSpect,
urged against the applicants in O.A. No. 2223/88. It will
suffice to say that in view of the facts that this O.A.

R TS e

" had since been admitted, the grieVance being of continuing

WA S - : r i
"in nature and the cause of action seems to have actually
LA . ;,»«7 - e .

-arisen, when the reSpondents decided to regularise the

applicants in O.A. No.' 390/89 and O.A. No. 391/89, we are

r

- of the'view that this asPect is not of any sxgnificance

g;or consequence against the applicants in o.A. No. 2223/88,
iand we hold accordlngly. o B ',J”””
TS K ..*e",.;f B EA L RS m

14, — Now taking up the vr:.ous O.As before us, we

L ‘,,.

' 'feel that applicants in 0 A.-No. 390/89 and 0.A. No. 2223/88

lf"‘\*,,’- ST

'form one category of recruitment by promotion, as they

i

.

umhappen to be all serv1ng Vst, Stlll I the lower grade

”ﬂ’of m. 975-1540 with the only difference that ‘the names
F v ; o Y

B of applicants in O.A. No. 390/89 were 5ponsored by the
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‘1400-2300) was sent:by reSpondent No. 2. Whereas names .

nNO.A. No. 2223/.“ were not so sponsored, as,
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they had not presumably got themselves registered for

‘th%?ghEr posts. They also c1a1m to be senior to applicants
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]t9 be given due consideration, together

‘w1th the position
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13 | Before coming towards the last phase of the

iniO.A. No. 390/89 which, of course, 1s‘a factor which has f]fj
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'f;]fféttﬁf?_ffon ad h°c baSiS. the respondents shall. as far as/pOSoible,

evaluated, properly scrutinised and suitably balanced, ,"
before a decision is arrived at‘w1th respect to rival"

claims,'which we' are of~the view, Can,best be thrashed out

| by the competent authority (Development Commissioner.

Delhi Administrationr by appointing a duly authorised

Selection Board, as per szules .. gﬁ o
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rther, it may‘be seen-thatrthe applicants in

’“;No. 391/89 and: OA «No. 420/39, can be treated to e
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of “one category o direct recruits, having been appointed '

initially on daily rate:. basis, and later given appointment

on ad hoc basis, “dn. the posts of Horticulture Assistants
etc. in'the grade of B. 1400-2300, with effect from 1‘
v%rying dates. applicable in their respective cases.

‘“Likewise, the applicants in other two O.As i.e. O.A.

wfn-service candidates as VIWs .
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a 16- S Apportioning the 38 VacaﬂtvPOSts of Horticulture
Assistants etc.sin theﬁgrade of Bs. 1400-2300 equally

mong (a) applicants in Ovo NO. 391/89 and o.A. NO. 420/890

| :and ) applicants in O.A. No. 390/89 and 0.A. No. 2223/88,

7 ‘which bring them squarely to 50% of each categ°rY' we L

‘No. 390/89 and . o.A. No. 2223/88 from one category, being ) é

5direct the respondents (particularly the Development

commissioner. Delhi Administration) as under:- ], _ L

' ﬁ?ii) : o hold a fresh viva voce test for all the .f
'ifdiapplicants in the above mentioned four O.As, on a date to

‘;';be notified by the respondents, after giving adequate time

,:f;and opportunity to the applicants, for making preparations
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;{ii)?ff_kelaxation in age,:if necessary, will be granted to .

:Vi;filthe applicants. or such of them as may require. !
’,:;111) Since the applicants in O.As No. 390/89, 391/89
fffand 420/89 have been continuously workinc against the )

' ”wposts in question for considerable length of time, though
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‘ adjust a11 “the applicants £from. the date of theirg

working/promotion. as the case may be, in the scale R
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' of Bsp 1400-2300. ‘Due ‘regard. shall be given to the
dbservance of the releVant Recruitment Rules, 80 as to -

mitigate: the orievances of a11 concerned.

Hiys n If the applicants are.. found upto the mark in the

iinterriew*so held by the respondents, their past service
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would reckon £61° the purpose of a11 service benefits,

' such as pay, seniority, ‘leave: and pensmon etc..
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‘I‘he four o.As, vig, O Nos. 2223/88. 390/89,
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o 391/89 and 420/89 are disposed of A the light. of the
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aforesald orders.' There ‘will Be-mo order as %o costS.
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