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Date of dec1alan' 16th December 1993

Hon'ble 3nhri J. P. aharma,ﬂembergJ)
Hon’ble Shri 8. K. 3ingh, Member (a4,
|
Shri Tilak Raj Malhotrag
/o Shri L. N. Malhotra
R/o €~4 Radiao Colony
Klngsuay Camp
DELHI " we.  Applicant

By Advucéte Shri T. %, Aggarwal’

Us.

1. Union of India, through

" Director, Doordarshan Kendra
dkashvani Bhawan , ‘ R
Parligmant Street

NEW DELHI : ces Respondent

By Advocate Shri M, L. Vema

JUDGEMENT (OR AL

Hon'ble Shri J, P. Sharms,idember(J)

The applicant hgs been working on casudl basis
as Production Ass;stanf with the respondent,: ...
~Director;‘Dodrdarshan Kendra, Akashvan;‘ahaugn,

New Delhi since June 1981, The respondents placed

a Advertisement for appolntment/ﬁroductlﬁn Assistant
on regular basis for which a selection was held in
Deﬁember; 1984, The case of the appllcant is that
he, along with qz ather candidates ygs: selected and
empanelLed but the aorgsr of appointment was nat
iésued to him though it was issued to 7. other
selected cangidates. The applicant therefaore

after making representation, filed this application
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on dth 3September 1588. The applicant prTays for the .

grant of relief that & directicn be issued to the

Tespondents to issue appointment order te the

applicant égaihst the post of Production 4&ssistant
with effect from the date of vacancy or the date

an which panel of Selectiun ... was finslly

' approved by appropriate authority, whichever is

later, with all conseqdential benefits.

2 & notice was issuad to thes respondents who
contested this applicatiosn and stacted that certain
complaints uerelreceiued ragarding the irregularities
in the selesction of Production Assistants. Un

enquiry, certain infirmities were discovered as

equal ogportunity was nat given ta all eligiole
pandidates, and éartain relatives of the eﬁplayeas who
were working in Doordarshan/A&lR, was gi&en appointment.
Therefore, the panel was scrapped. Thus, it is saild
that even though the gpplicant may have been empanel;ed,

put he hss N0 casm.

3. e have heard the lz arned counsel for the
applicant on 13.12.93 and again on 15.142.83 ad
certain records wsre also summoned, from the

respondentse.

4, The learned counsel for the respondents
apprised the dench that the applicant who was
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garlier working on qdntract Dasis has also been
made regular on the basis of the scale introduced
for regularisation of casual workers in AIR and
Doordarshane The name of applicant appears st
sl. no.49 of the-éraduction Assistant List an
regular basis, a capy‘nf.uhich has also been plxzed
0N LeCorlde. The grievance of the learned counsel
for the applicant is that though he prayed to waive
the wages for the back. period, but ne should be
given the‘seniority from the date'any of ths

:candidateﬂfrgm the panel was appointed.

Se We have fdftﬁer probed the matter and found
that those persons who uwere issusd offer of appointment
on the basis of 1984 selection, tiwough given'
appointment but their services were terminated

udqe} Rule 51 of CCS(CCA) Rules,1955. By virtue of
order passed in the case Filed By those persons in
UA No.1441 of 1851 aninterim order was grantad and
they continued on the basis of interim direction
issued by the Tribunale. The termination order passed
in those cases has since been upheld in the final
decision of the‘UR.144i of 1888, so the applicant
should not have any grudge on t;ié‘account. The
Departmental representative for ths respondents

~

stated that the judgement in U.A.1441 of 1988 delivered

on 5.11.1988, be implemented in this case also subject
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to the approval of the Ministry. In such a
Situation,-the queétion of giving any seniority
to the applicant,dpes not arrise. ' The applicant
Nas claimed that he should be given seniority
visTarvis those candidataes who have been selacted

and empanelled in ths selectian‘of 1984.

6. The learned counsel for’the_respondent, however,
" pdinted out that eveh empanelmant doss not confer any
right on a Candidate for an appointment te a post
and in this case he has placed reliaﬁce on the case
of Shri Shankar Das_rebortea in 1951(17)A&TC 75

decided by the Hon'ble Supreme Court.

Te In view of the above facts, we also find that

the applicant on merit too, has . nNo case,For.

.appointment on ﬁhe basis of 1984 panel.

é.’ The respondents have also taken'their stand
that ghe pénel'has been.SCraPPed in uieu.of the

fact thaﬁ there Q&fecertain infirmit;és in the
procedure for selection. If any fault ués found

in the selaction and before that faultwas discovered,
.certain persons usrs'given offer of appointment,

that will notvbe itself a gfoqnd to give the sams
benefit to the applicant who agmitedly is a relative
of one of the employees working in AIR and that fact
is nét di;puted by the laarned counsel.Fpg:taey

applicant. .
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9o In view of the above facts and circumstances
af the casz, ue Find.no merit in this aﬁplication
apd the same i1s dismissed, but it will not affect
the benefit of regularisation already given to the
applicant on the basis of scheme implemented for
regularising casual drtists in AIR and Joordarshan.
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