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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW DELHI

O.A. No. 140 of 1986

DATE OF DECISION

Shri KrisharriLal Petitioner

3hri Ra iiv Khosla .Advocate for the Petitioner(s)

Versus

Union of India Respondent

Pira Avlnash Ahlauatfc Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM;

',e Hon'ble Mr. S.P,.; RUKER3I , ADrniNISTRATIUE MEMBER

I
The Hon'ble Mr. BAGCHI , JUDICIAL MEMBER

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?y
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?



IN THE CENmL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI8UNAL

NEW DELHI

0^^^ No^i UQ of 1986

Shri Krishan Lai

Shri Rajiv Khosla

Union Of India

Versus

Mrs Avinash Ahlawat

Petitioner

Advocate for the Petitioner

Respondents

Advocete for the Respondents

GORAM; .

Ihe Hon*fel€ Mrf SfFi? MJKERJI, ADMINISTRATIVE MEI®ER

The Hon'ble Mif BAGCHI-|- JUDICIAL MEMBER

JUDGEMENT

The Petitioner wh© was vaoeking as post Morteia

Technical Assistant in the Police Hospital^ Delhi^''

on an ad-hoc kasis has come up under Section 19 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act praying that the Impugned
\

order dated 13^2^1966 promoting eight other Lafeoratory

Technicians excluding hira^t© the posts ©f Technical

Assistant including the post of post-mortiaa Technical

Assistant held ky him on an ad-hoc feasis may be quashed

and the respondents diculd fee directed to allow the

applicant to remain on the said post on a regular

kasisf

2v The brief facts ©f the case which are not in dispute

can ke summarised as follewsf The applicant worked

as Nursing Orderly in the Ir^vin Hospital between

1961 and i966f On lfil?66 he was promoted t® the post

©f Post Mortem Assistant in the Maulana Azad Medical Colleg®
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and through a DFG was promoted further on

as post Mortem Technician in the Police

Hospital Delhi ^ing medico legal post mortes cases^

On l'?1^5 he was promoted from the post of post

Mortem Technician in the scale of Rs^." 330-.56C to the

post of post Wortein Technical Assistant in the scale ©f

425-700 on purely^and Emergent basis for a period of
three months or till such time the post is filled up
ky the regular incumlient v^ichever is earlier^ It v/as

else mentioned in the proinotion order (Annexure H to

the Petition) that **the ad-hoc promotion to the post
of post mortem Technical Assistant shall not give

Shri Krishan Lal^^ any right t© claim the post on

regular basisip* On the same date^in continuation of
the promotion order

Civil Surgeon, Cicil Hospital, Delhi where he was posted

on promotion issued further orders taking him on the
A

strength of the hosp-ital on the post of post ASortea

Technical Assistant repeating that the promotion is

'on purely ed-hoc basis for a period of three months ,
or till such timethe post is filled on regular basis

whichever is earlier^ Shri Krishan Lai will not have

any right to calirn this post on regular basis?** Gn

2^H^^4 the Recruitment Rules for filling up the post
of Technical Assistant and Laboratory Assistant were

framed whereby these posts in various Hospitals were

clubbed together^ The DPC met on 4fl |̂86 for conducting

selection for filling up eight posts amongst v,iiich

\ the post held by the petitioner on an ad-hoc basis
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was also inciudedf The DPC considered the cases 24 i.

Laboratory Technicians includi^ig the poetitio|ier

was ran-ked at n©f 18 in the seniority list but the

petitioner was not incltlded in the list ©£ recommended

promotee^ The contention of the pe titioner is that

he has been holing the post of 8ost Mortem Technic*^®
Assistant having worked as Post Mortem Technician and

^ost Morten Assistant and his non-selection for the

post of Post Mortem Technical Assistant in peeference

to others who havel haldrioo experience in post mortem

i^unfairf The respondents have nothing much to aver
except the facts ©f the case and state that in accordance

with the Recruitment Rules posts of Technical Assistants

in various disciplines had beien grouped and the duly

constituted DPC had met and considered the case of

petitioner also but recommanded others^

3f We have heard the arguments of the learned counsel

^ for both the parties and gone through the docianents

to assure ourselves that the post of |fest Mortem

Technical Assistant which the petitioner had been

holding on an ad-hoc basis was included in thelist of

vacant posts for which the DK5 had met oh 4fl^6 and the

case of the petitioner also had been duly considered^

Having examined the documents produced by the learned
/

, counsel for the respondents we were convinced that

the post o f fost Mortem Technical Assistant had been

included as the post of Technical Assistant

(Forensic Medicine) amongst the eight posts v«hich were

I to be filled up thiDugh the DPCf
r ^
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We examined the file in vi^ich the selection vjas

processed? We also examined the aissessment s&eet

on v^ich the grading done by the DPC of the various

candidates was indicatedf It was .evident ithat. the

petitioner was considered along with other 24

candidates amongst vt^om the petitioner was listed

at slfiBo^US and was adjudged •good* by the DPCf

There were eight *good* candidated above him and

five 'very good£ in the whole list> Nine names were

reconimended by the DPC including two schaduled caste

candidates in the lisff The list vhieh was considered

the DPC indicated also the date of regular

appointment as Laboratory Technician^ The petitioner's r

name was correctly indicated at no^ 18 in thelist

on the basis of his admitted date of appointment

as Laboratory Technician 9n With eight 'good?'

candidates above him and five 'very good* candidates

in the zone of selection the patitioner was
CiToXct

assessed onlyyas 'good' c2^1dnot naturally be included

in the panel of nine candidates viiich was prepared

by the DPC including two scheduled caste candidates in

the reserve quota^ Accordingly we were satisfied that

the pstitioner couldnot have been included in the panel

of 9 names on meritsff

41? As regards the petitioner's contention that with

his experience in the post mortem work h# shoulc'dsfeave

been given preference to trtwxs, this is a matter

enUrely for the DPC and we do not find any valid reason

t© question theselection made by the DPCf T&e p titioner's

contention that he was not considered by the DPC at »11

,5/-
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is entirely incorrect as the documents shown to us

indicatef We see no reason t© question the Recruitment

Rules in which the posts of Lakoratery Technicians

and Technical Assistants in various disciplines had

been clukbed'l^

The promotion of the petitioner as Technical

Assistant was purely on an ad-hoc basis and as quoted

above it was made clear in th^orders of promotion
V

that the promotion was ad-hoc and for a period of

three month^or till the regular appointee is sel-ected

and that ad-hoc promotion will not confer any right to

claim the post on a regular basis? In view of the

facts and circumstances mentioned above we do not

find any force in the petition and dismiss the sam^

There will no order as to costsf

(H> Pf lAi (S. Pv MJKEBJI)


