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CENTRAL ADimWISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI

£l.A*No, 2590/9D N«ui Dtlhi datsd th« May, 1995

HON'BLE S.R. ADIGE, MEPBER (A)
HCN«BLE MRS. LAKSHMI SbJAMINHTHAN, MEMBER (3)

1. Shrl A.K, Pal
S/o Shri RaS, Pal,
Sri Coraputor,
Cantral yatsr Cofnmission, Sarsm Saws Bhgsuart,
R«K« Puram, P^aty Qalhi,

2^hri N«K. Ghosh,
S/o Shri H.C, Ghosh,
Sr. Cojuputer,
Cantrel tiietsr Cionnmisgion, Saysm Saua Bhaktan,
New Dalhi,

(Shri Yogash Sharaa, proxy counsal for
Shri V«P« Sharma, Advocati) ••••

VERSUS

1; .Union of India through th«
Sacratary, Ministry ef biatcr Resawrcas,
Gousrntnent of India, Ssrsm Saua Bhabisn,
Natu Delhi.

2e Tha Chairman,
Central Uatar Coramissicn,
Saufi Bhauian,
H.K« Puratn, New Dalhi.
(Shri K.L. Bhandula, ^dvocata)

DUDGEPEMT

by HSW^SLE MR> S.R« aOlGE. MEP8ER (a)

APPLICANT

RESP^DENTS

In this application S/Shri A.K. Pal and N.K. Ghosh,

Sr. Cofiiputors, cyc, Nehi Dalhi hava sought for counting of thair

ad hoc asrvica as Sr. Conputors uhila determining thair seniority

in that grada®

2. Admittedly Shrl A.K. Pal tiias appointad as 3r, Computor

on 10.2,71, bies proRiotad as Sr. Coroputor on purely ad hoc baais on

25.10.79 and taaa ragularisgd as Sr. Conputor ui.a.f. 19.11.86.

Similarly tha relevant data® in raspsct of Shrl N»K. Ghoah are

27,9.65 as 3r, Coroputorj 1,4.75 as Sr. Computor on ad hoc basis and

14.10.77 as Sr. Computor (regular).
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3® Th# ground taken is that th« applicants usrc

promoted on ad hoc basis after following all tha prascribad

procedures for promotion, which was followid by ragularisatlon.

Ralianca in this connection has bten placad on the decisions in

Dirsct R«cruitrCiaQ8ill Bngif^earing Officers Association case

JT 199D(2)SC 2S4 and Narendr® Chacfha Us, UCI AIR 1986 SC 638}

as well as O.fl. No. 1741/92 Dasvindar Singh Us, UBI dacidad on

31,3,93, OA No, 1783/88 Harp®l Singh Us. UOI k flrs, dacidtd on

5.9.90«

4, Ue have given careful consideration to the rival

contentions, Tha office order datad 25.10.79 (Annaxure A,13)

clsarly states,that applicant Sbri A.K«:Pal*3 ad hoc. -

appointmant «a Sr. CoBiput«r was initially purely for a period of

3 months effestive from tha data he tcok charge, and tuould not bestow

on hira any claim for regular appointmant beyond the period

specified. It was also clearly stated that the service rendered on '
I

ad hoc basie in the grade of Sr. Coniputor would not count for '

the purpose of seniority in that gradK and for eligibility for

proiaotion to the next higher grade, Ranifestly spewing this
\

ad hoc promtion ur«8 made purely as a temporary, stopgap

arrangement, and there are no materials furnished by the applicant

tc support his assertion that it was made after following all the

rules. Tha qusstion of countfmg of ad hoc ssrwice towards seniority

had occasion to be examined oj^auatiwtly^in the judgement daliysrad in

D.A. •Ig.727/37 I.K. f' J &Ors, Us, UOI & £)rs,/decided

on 13/14-9=1993, In that dscisian, besides diacusging the ratio
^ (kit

of the judgamsnt in the Dirsct Recruit Clios %(Supra), the ratio

of the judgaiwnts in Kashav Ch^id Joshi & Or®, lUs, UOI £ •Orss, AIR

1991 3C 2845 NagerKlra Chadha*® case (3up?a) Shri Aahok Mehta &Ors,

^3' Regional Prowidant Fund Commissionsr 4 Ors, dacidad on 5,2,92

and Stata of West Bengal &Ors, Us, Aghon Nath Qey &Ors, JT 1993(2)

SC 590 inas alio dealt ujith. The conclusion that the Tribunal
*

arrived at in Sukf^a*s case (Supfa) aftsr a detailed diacussion
of the above rulings mas that ujheta «d hoc service aasi foUawsd

by rsgulariaation such ad hoc servlc* coiiid be countad toaards
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seniority enly if (i) it wm fsad# strictly in aceoidanca and

after folloiiiing all th« rulss or (ii) whan th« sd hoc appointinent/

promotion tgias mads (j/^Aeyj th# rjlsa, the psriod of such ad hoc

ssrwice uiaa 15-20 ysars®

S* In th® present caa« neither of th« tao situations

obtain. It is clear that th« applicant® initial promotion «s

Sr, Computar on ad hoc basis !ua@ initi^illy ntada only for a period

0f 3 months puiraly temporary, stop gap arr«ng«m«nt, and th«

applicantlhaKenot producaddsiy matsrials to est^lish prima facia

that it was mad« after folloaing all tho rul»s. Hence cenditlgn

(i) abovs is not 3ati*fi«d, As tha duration of th« ad hoc sarwice

is 7 ysssa in one casa and about 2^ ysars in th« othsrecondition

(ii) i3 also not satisfied,

5« In th« light of th® abov«^th8 rulings^r«lisd ypon by

th® applicants (which hawa not Sukh^a'a caaa) do not

help thamj and u)# bm no rsaaans to intarf«rein thi«

raattsr. This application failsj and is dismisasd. No costs,

{Lakshroi SwaRiinathan) {S,R« Adigi|/
Plemb«r j(a) ttsmber (A)


