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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW DELHI
O.A. No. 158 198 ¢
T:A. NO. ' ’
DATE OF DECISION 12.5.86
MRS C.K .’f‘nank amani Petitioner
None . Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
f _ DGS & D & Others. , Respondent
Sh. K.G :Mit"'cal Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM :
The Hon’ble Mr. S .P.MUKERJT, MEMBER.

¥ _ ‘ .
The Hon’ble Mr. H.P.BAGCHI, JUDICIAL MEMBER

1. Whether Reporters of local papers ma'ly be allowed to see the Judgement ? Y «»

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not 9

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair ‘copy of the Judgement ? No |

Neither the petitioner, nor her counsel is present

despite information. We had heard the arguments on behalf

of both the parties during the last hearing on 1.5.86.

On thet day, the learned Counsel for the petitioner had
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souéht time to filé?ﬁejoinder_but he has not done so yet
and is also absent despite information, In ahy case we heard
the arguments of the'leafned Counsel for the parties and have
examined very closely the various documents and pleadings
oﬁbthe file. The petitioner who was orlglnally appointed
as L D.C. on daily rated basis on 1.10.82 and was ma%?vndudbL
L.D.C. on ad hoc basis on 28.9.83 has prayed uhat the
impugned order dated 6.2.85 terminating her services with
effect from the same daie may be set aside and she should

be regularised as an L D.C
2. ' For regularisation of ad hoc L.D.C. the Government
has been holding Special Qualifying Examination3in 1982,

again in 1983 and the last Examination was held in July.1985,

The petitioner could not appear either in the 1982 or in the Y¥€

1983 Examination because she was‘not qualified to appear in
the Bxamination not heving rendered one year's qualifying
service on the crucial dates for either of these Bxaminations.
Even if we take her service on daily rated basis as qualifying
service prior to her ad hoc app01ntwent even then she ked wodd
howe h- S

nOL completed one yeer as L D.q. on 1.8.83, At least for

the 1985 Examination she would have been qualified to take

tnat Examination but unfortunately her services were terminated

from 6..2.1985 long before she could apply for taking the
Examination. As‘such éhe could not get the benefit of
regularisation through the Special Qualifying Examination of
1985. The 1985 Examination was notified oh 28.2.1985 after
her s;rvices had been terminated. As sgch her petition cannot
be accepted. However in accordance witﬁ decisions of this

Tribunal in similar cases we have directed that such employees
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shouldlget gnewmonth's hotice of\pay in"lieu of notice
beforé their services are terminated. While rejecting
‘thié_appiiqation we direct that the petifioner should be
givén one month's pay in lieu of notice. Accordingly,
the petition is rejected on these lines. There will be

no ofder 3s to costs.

{HS ( S.P.MUKERJI)
JUDI - MEMBER




