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Neu Delhi; this tha day of Duly, 1997 •

HON ' BL E R. S. R. ADIG E E^B "R( a) 1

mN'BLE.OR, A.'^EOA^ALLIjf'l EPIBER (3) , . •

Shri Ashok Sehgals
Han di crafts F ramo tion 0 f Plcsr

Office of the Osvelopment Oommissionsr,
(San di crafts)
Go vt» of Indiay
ninistr/ of Taxtilss,
h^st Block No»7,
R. K.Puram,

•'New Oslhi -110066 Review ^fipplicanto
(By Advocates Shri B. S.flainee).•

Versus

Ihion of India through

1. T1t@ Sscretaryj
PI in i s t ry o f TbXtil es j

Gout*- of Indiaj
Uc^og Shauan,
New Dalhi,

2«- Tha Dsvelopment Commissionsr for Handicrafts,
Go ut. of India,
West Block No. VII, R.K^Puram,

New Delhi ..Rev/ieu Respondents,

(By Ad uo Gate: Shri K,R, Sachdova )

-Laii£:a„

RY HO N ' BL F f'1 R. S. R. AQIG E r>i g-l B ER( a) .

. Heard*

2.' AS regards the first ground, PIoto dated

21.11.77 (AOnexure-ftS) nouhsre states that the

offer of appoin-feent msde to applicant to the

post of Dunior Field 0 fficsr(3 FTD) uas an offer

of regular appointment# If it ijgs an offer of ,

regular gppointment, the l^gno uould not hav/s

stated that it uas terminable ^t ^y time without

notice and without assigning. ?fiy reason. Applicant

in his rejoinder to the OA-has not denied that he
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applisd For ths post in response to raspondeits*

Circular dated 21»7«77 which made it cls:;- that

tha posts of 3 Fu ua re to be Filled Lp on odhoc b-.sis

p aiding regulsr gppointmsnt through Up SC« 11

is in this background and in ths oontext of

Respondents® office order datad 7«1,78 that the

Tribunal in the opgning lines of the impugned

judgnent dated 8«5»95 st?ted that applicant uss

appointad oS a 3 FD on p.dhoc b,~,sis u. s.f» 15,12#77.

Han ce it cpfsnot be vSaid that this matter was not

con si ds red in tha impunged judgment. Tha judgmsnt

of C^TDodhpur Ben ch dated 2.3.87 in T, r..No. 494/85

N.K.Bhsskaran Us. UOI u?s not ralevant in the

present casaj becpuse in Bhssksran's c-se (supr&,)

the aduertisem ent against which he applied never

Said that the post was to be filled Up on adhoc

basis, whil •& in the present case the circular

:jnt9d 21 #7 *77 ag ainst which p,pplic?nt applied^

sp-.ecifi Gflly stat.sd:,that the post was to be filled

Lip on adhoc b ,osis pan ding regular appointment

through Up SC# Hen ca this g jxj un d f ails^

3, Coming to the second g rotmd, it is true

that respondents had addressed a communication

dated 12#3..8 5 to L'PSC re com mso ding regul arisation

from the date of adhoc sppointmant on sympathetic

consideration, but if the IP SC did not agree udth

these ra en ds tion s as they were not in conscnsncc

with relevant rules, it does not .gdvance tha

applicant's claim foi" rsuieu of tha impugned
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j udgT! en t«'

4, CDmxng to tha next oroundj, ue note thgt the

'Tribunal h^s discussed the applicability of the

Hon'ble Supreme Court's ju dgn en t dated 13*'9.94

In CA Na. 30.09/89 S.X.Sehgal '7s, UOI to the Pacts

of the present car.e and has concluded that it is

distinguishable on facts. It was open to

applicant to challenge that finding in the backgioun

Gf re spon den ts * ot ents in pa ra 4,23 of thei r

reply to the 0 A> but such a chi'^llenga cannot

be mounted through an RA.uhose scop.e and nnbit

is seuBreiy limited and circLmscribsd by thg

pro vision^ of Section 22(3) (f) AT Act read with

0 rde r 47 Rul e 1 CP Cs

5, In tha result the RA is rsjocted#

7:( OR. A/u'EOaVaLLI ) ( 3. R.AMGE )
!\lEriBER(3) r-l EFIBERC A) .
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