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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH : NCW DELHI

G.h. N . 514/88 ' Date of hearing : 16,8.1593
Shri Apyn Kdmar eee Applicant
" ys.
Union of.Ingia "ees  Respondent
Counsel for.the petitioner eve Shri Raj Rishi
Counsel for the respondents ess Shri P.P. Khurana

COARM 3 The Hon'ble Mr. I1.K. Rasgotra, Member (A)

The Hon'ble Fr. G.8. Hedge, Member (J)

(To be referred to the Reporter or not?)

JUDGMENT _ (ORAL)

We have heard the learned\cquﬁsel Shri waj Rishi
of thé petitioner and Shri P.P. Khurana, learned counsel
of the respondents. The case of the pétitioner is that
he was appointed as Junior stanogﬁapher Grade ‘D' witih
gffect from 8.5.1986 in the office of the Hespoﬁdents.
His services were terminated with effect from 15,7.1987
He contends that the termination of the apﬁlicant is

arbitrary, malafide, iliegal and unjustified., He had
initiaily approached the Assistant Labour Cqmmissioner
when his petition was dismissed by the Assistant Labour
Commissioner Court for uaht' of jurisdiction. The étandtu‘
of the respondents is that thepstitioner was appéinted
in terms of the offer of fppointment made to him vide «
leﬁter dated 5;5.1986. The relevant paragraph of the said
letter are re—produced.belou:
9THe ad hoc appointment on the post of Stenographer

Grade '0' will not bestow-on him a claim for

regulér apﬁointment and that the ad hoc service F
rendesed would not count for the purpose of '
senicrity in the grade of stenographer, eligibility

for promotion, confirmation etc. -223
/



s

|

'x?3>“" | A ' <E;:>

The Ad hdc appointment can be tecmihated at
any time without assigning any notice.
The present period of ad hoc appointment . is for
44 days from the date of joining or till a regular
candldaba joins Lhe post whichever is sarlier¥
The 1dentlcal cqndlu;ons were also included in
Athe order aated‘19.5.1E86 appointing the petitioner.
The 1d. councel-of the respondents\ihri P?eP. Khurana
contends that the termination ués crdared in terms of
Lhe conditions prescyibed in the cffer as well as Letter
of Rppcintment and‘the petitionér céﬁnot maée,any
orlevance “about. it. Shri.Raj Rishi, learned counsel foc
- the petltloner contends that after the service.of the
.petltloner was terminated, the respondents hgve{employed
some other persons who too héve.not-come from the Staff
Selection Commission, He, therefore, contends that the
Services of the petitioner should not have been terminated
uhtil and unless a cendidate recommended by the Staff
Belection Commission comec tc Joins the services, It uas
al so contended that tce petitioner cduld haUe'been'réplaced
only by the Staff Selection Commission candidafe‘and not
by another ad hoc employee. These points, however, do
- not form part of thecleadings iq the Urid&nal Application,
We have considered the‘submiésicn' of bcth'the parties
and perused the record, we are of the opinion that the
pEtltloner s service uas termlnated in accordance with the
terms of his app01ntment Rgspondents ordlnarlly uould
not have replaced ‘him by anether ad hoc employea, Furfher
Vhamseabe the names of the persons who have been emplcyed
‘on ,ad hoc basis after the termlnatlon of serv1ce of the -

petitioner have not been furninshed by thepet itioner,

Be that as it max)keeping in view the facts and
01rcumstances oF the case whils we are not inclined to

1nterfere in the matter, the respondents will do well to
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consider the case of he petitioner for r e- engagement on
ad hoc basis in ﬁreferiii? to any other candidate who hag¢# %i

not come from SSC, %f they haue any vacancy.°fhe C.A, is

di sposed of as above; There shall be o order as to costs,
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(B. 5. HEDGE) (I.K. RASGOJRA)
Member (J) Member (A
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