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IN THE CENERAL ADMD\IIbTRAT\&VE TRIBUNIL (()/
PRINC IP AL BENCH -

O.A. No. 486/88 JATE OF DECISION 3.8.93
Sh. M.'K.Verma & Ors, ves Petitioner_s
V/s

U.O I. & Ors through _.Respondents
aecretary, Ministry of***
Information & Bmadcastlng. ' -

FOR THE APPLICANT sae- Sh.B.Rs Shama,counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENTS ..., Sh.N.S. Meht ascounsel

CORAL

'Hon ble Sh B.o. ‘{egde, Member(J)

JUDGEMENT(OR AL) -
(dellvered by Sh.I. K. Rasgotra, M(A) )

Heard. The case of the petltlonprs

v e e

(Sh Mahe sh Kumar and bh Rajesh Kumdr) J.s that they
were appointed in June, 1984 as Lox;;ez‘ .Dlv151on
Clerks(LDC) on adhoc basis fér a pepiod of six
months., Their adhoc service was Acontinued by

grant ing e;x-tension f;ro’m time to time, till 25.2,1988.
In the meant ime the respoﬁdents vide iet’d:er dated
13.1.87(4nne xure A;4) directed the petitioners to
appear in the 3pecial C:zuali-fing Examination to be

conducted by the Staff Selection Commission. They

were further advised that if they fail to comply

with the above direction theiif service;gre lisble
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to be terminated in 'acqordance with instructions of
thg Departn?ent of Personnel. and Training lletter
dated 30.9.1986»." The -pet‘itione‘rs appe ared in 'the
said examination,lbu’c they{f ailed to qqaiify.
C‘ohseéuen‘cly, t he respondént; terminated the |
sefvices of the petitioners. They have filed this
dr,igina_l Applica‘tion on 18.3.88 under Section 19

| 4-c-_‘f the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. On 4.4.l§88
~an interim ordér was passed byt he Trib;xnal to the
following effeci; :.;

% That the services of the petitioners
should not be terminated until further
order or till regular appointee joined
the post,whichever is earlier.

The said order was modified on 6.4.l§88 to say that
thé services of the gplicants should not be terminated
until further orders. .'Ifhe pei_:i'pj.one;s have ,F_’_’F‘?Yed

that 'the;%espondents be dire‘ctedto_ give \addj.t,ion_gl
chance to qualifying the examéina‘tion_to be condiicted
by the Staff Selection Commi'ssion ‘as was give_n.to

simil arly situated personsd. Sh, B:R:Sha'ma,le arned
ounsel for the petitioners submits that he has

tried to contact the pe'titionérs to‘ obtain the

latest information in regard to their status but

has failed to receive any brief in this behalf,
The respondents admit, that the
petitioners were gppointed as L.D.Ls on adhoc

basis for a period of six months. They confirm
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that the peti\_tioner had gppeared in the Special
Qualifying examination held by the Staff Selection
Commission in March, 1987 'in acco-rdance with the
direction of Deptt.of Personamel and.&ldminist:a'tive
Reforms but they failed to qualify in the s ai
examination. They élso refute the contentioh of

the petitioners that Sh.G.K.Bhatia, alleged to be

‘

simil arly situated, was given any adiitional chance
for gualifying the Staff Selection Commission

exanination.

Sh.N-.S:Mehta, Senior Standing Counsel
who appeared on behalf of the respondents
szmitted that since the petitioners failed *o
qualify in t.hevexamination, ‘they have no right
to continue in the said post of L.D.C. They were
%brkﬁ.ng 1n the poé’t of L;D.C. on adhoc: basis only
tiil qualified candidate J:ecommfelnded by Staff

Selection Comm¥ssion are available.
In the facts and ci rcumstances of the case,

we are of the opinion that petitioners should be
allowed to continus to work as adhoc L.D.C. only
as long as quali fied c andid ates recommended by the

St aff Selection Commission are not available, If

they have gualified in the Staff Selection Commission
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them‘selves in the meant ime fchey sﬁoﬁld be given
first preference. brdered acco.rdingly, !né fu‘z’ther ¥ '
order and dlrect the reSpond°nts ihat the |
pebltloners shall not be reolaced by adhoc '

aopomtees. O A. is dlqoosed of as per aove

directionsy No costs,

(B.S. HEGDE) . (I.K ASGO RA
MEMBER(J ) _A

MEMBER( A)
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