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CENTRAL AEWmiSTRATlVE TRIBUNAL,PRINCIPAL BSNCH,NEW
IBLHI.

0»A.No»406 of 1988 • of Deeisipn*

p,N,%hgal & others. •Petitioners*

Versus ^

Union of India & others .Respondents*

Bresentf Shri AshisAt Kalia-coimsel for the petitS-omers.

Shri K»C#Mittal,counsel for the respooaents.

CORiata

Hon*ble Mr.Justice V«S.Malimath« Chairman.

Hbn'ble Mr.S.R.Jtdige ^Memher (A)

JUDCJENT

(By Hoa'ble Hr*Justicd V.S*l!alii!!ath,Chaixinan)

The four petitioners in this case started their

career as Lower Division Cleric$in the Ministry of

Hcuman Resources Developiaent,Department of Sducation*

In due course, they were promoted as Grade III or

Grade D Stenographer' between 1969 and 1972, They

were subsequently promoted on adhoc basis as Grade C

Stenographer between 1971 and 1978. In due course, thej

were given temporary appointioent against long terra

vacancies between 1979 and 1932, Tte prayer of tl»

petitioners in this application is for a direction

to regularise the service as Stenographer Grade III/C

with effect fjom the date from ^ich they were original

appointed to that cadre on adhoc basis .

2. In the reply filed relevant information has

bee^n correctly furnished. So far as four petitioners

are concerned# they were appointed on adhoc basis as

Grade C Stenographers on 29.10.74# 5*7»75, '15»10*7l anc

5*5*78 respectively. They were further appointed on a

temporary long term basis on 2.2.79# 19.7.80, 23.2.80

and 23*2.80 respectively. The only contention of the

petitioners is that they hav^ functioned as

Stenographer Grade C for several years and they should
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be regularised as Stenpgrajftoer Grade C with effect from

the date of their origiaal appointmeat on adhoc basis.

The original application was filed in the jear 1988«

It cannot be said that the petitioners were functioning
iT^

as Stenographer Grade C for a long period

justifying the invoking of any equitable principle ;

in their favour. What was#however, highlighted by Shri

Mittal/=learaed ODunssl appearing for the respondents is

that no relief can be granted to the petitioners on

the facts of the case quite> contrary to the egress

statutory provisions ^lich regulate not only regular
s

^ proinotioas but jtenqporary. apppintiaent on long term

basis aaladhoc appointment to the cadre in question.

Rule 12 of the Central Secretariat Stenographers Service

Rules# 1969, which came into force on 1*8*69« provides

that "(l) Substantive vacancies in Grade C of the service

ih"^y cadire shall be filled by the substantive
appointroents of persons included in the Select

List for the Grade in that cadre such appointments

being made in the order of seniority in the Select

List except when for reasons to be recorded in
writing a person is not considered fit for such

^ appointment in his turn#"

0 It further provides that"(2) Teroporary vacancies in

Grade Cof the service in any cadre shall be f&ed by
the appointment of persons included in the Sleecrti List

for the Grade in that cadre. Any vacancies remaining

unfilled thereafter shall be filled by tJBii^rajry "

promotion on the basis <£ seniority, subject to the

rejection of tl^ uafit of officers of Grade D of the

service in that cadre #io have reiidszred not less than

five years approved service in the Grade ai^ are within

the range of seniority. Such promotions shall be

terminated v^en persons included in the Select List
- . ^ 'V

^ for Grade Claemm available to fill the vacancies.



3« Rule 13 speaks of apjjointinent on adhoc basis

to Grade Cand other Gjjades in^tuation when regular
Y

appointment and also temporary appointment according

to Rule 12 is not pos^ble* It is thus clear that the

entire scheme regarding adhoc appointment, tempoary

appointment ^d regular appointsnent on substantive

basis is covered- by the es^iess statutory provisions*

The^ stipu3.ate|} the-;conditionswhen an appointment
can be made sul^tantively^ on tenqporary basis and also

on adhoc basis* The petitioners cannot call upon us

to issue a direction regarding regularisation of their

services qaite contrary to the statutory provisions

referred to abovs, : ; ^

4. From the material placed before us# we are

satisfied that all the petitioners were appointed purely

on adhpcl^ basis under Rule 13 and they were later on

appointed ^a^r Rule 12(2) in the ten^ary vacancies

in Gracfe C, No su^tantiw appointment can be made

in respect of temporary vacancies. Substantive vac^cies

are requiied to be filled up according to Role 12(1)

on the basis of Select List prepared for the purpoi^*

It is nobody *s case that the petitioners* names were

included in any Select list prepared for the purpose

of making sutstantiye appointment to Grade C. We/^erefor
no hestitation in holding that the petitioners have not

laid any foundation for their claija for regular

appointment as Stenographer C with effect from the date

on if^ich they were originally appointed on adhoc basis.

We, the re fore, see no good ground to interfere.

Application fails. No costsJ

(S.R.ADI^) _ (V.S.I5ALIMATH)
MEMffi;R(A) CHAIBMM.

(ug)


