
central agrinistrative tribunal principal bench

0. A.No *3328/92 ^ • '!

1. 3. K» Shgrma, s/o Shri Kurra R^,
Sr. Steno , Gr. II, I Tl Bail Road,
Tilak Nagar,
Nsu Oelhi,

2. T. S.Kanuar, s/o Sh.Bhag Singh,
Sr. Steno, Gr* II, ITI Shahdra,

N 8U Cslhi*

3. Mrs. K.Popli, \j/o Sh. K.L .Popli,
Sr. Steno ITI, Subji Mandi,
Del hi-7.

4, Bhausr Singh, s/o Shri Ram Chander,
Sr. Steno Gr. II, Office of Chief Engineer,
Flood Dsn trol 'Dept. I SB T ,
Neu QBlhi.

flppli cants.

(By Qdv/3cate: Shri V.P.Shaima )

Versus

1. Delhi Adninistration through
its Chief Secretary Delhi.

2. The Secretary (Serv/ices),
Delhi A'd^ini st ration,
5, Alipur Road, Delhi .

3. The Director of Technical Education,
Delhi Actninist ration Fbuse Avenue .Road,
Dayal Singh Library Building,
Neij Delhi.

4. The Chief Engineer,
Flood Cbntrol Dept., Delhi Adninistration,
4th Floor, IS3T Building,
Neu Delhi ....Respondents,

(By AdUDcate: Shri \/ljay pandita)

„ DRDFR ..

HON '3LE MR. 3. R. ADIGE. VICE CHaI RM aN ( ft) .

Applicants impugn respondents order dated

10,8.92 (annexure-A/'') and seek regulari sation as
Stenos Gr.II u.e.f. 14,5.B7 and consideration for

further promotions accordingly.

2. By order da tedl 4, 5.3? (apnexure-A/S) appaicanti
uere promoted from Stenos Gr.III to Stenos Gr.II

on purriy emergent end edhno basis for a periodcf



six months, or till rqgular promotions uere made —

on the recommendation of CP C uhichever uas earlier.

The abo v/e order made it clear that applicants

tjould not be entitled to any benefit of seniority

or regulari sation as Stenos Gr.II or any equivalent

post till they uere selected by a D PC. Eventually

on the OPC's recommendations by respondents'

impugned orders dated 10,8.92 applicants ijere

promoted on regular basis as Stenos Gr.II u. e. f.

I4.2.9O, iUpplicants contend that uhile others

similarly situated as them, and promoted as

Stenos Gr.II on arjaoc basis u.e«f» 14,5,87 uere

regularised vide impugned orders dated 10,8,92

with effect from the dates of their adhoc

promotion, they have been regularised from a

later date, uhich is illegal and uithout

jurisdi ction.

heard applicants' counsel Shri \/,p,
Shsima and respondents' counsel Shri \/ijay Pandita,

Shri Sharma has argued that the fact

that applicants uere promoted as Stenos Gr.II on

adhoc basis on 14,5,87 and uere uorking as such
ever since, points to the availability of

regular uacanciaa from that data, and that balng
so, applicants should also ha oa baff, ragularlred
u.B.f. 14.5.87 along uith othars saniors to than
uho adnlttedly uara ragularisad from that data,

5- nieraly bacausa applicants uara promotai
on arfioc ba-is u.a.f. 14.5.87 alcpg dth thalr
saniors d>es no t nacasssrlly maan that thara
uara tha raquisila nunbar of regular oananM,.

"vailablaon that data. Raspondants In thair
reply ha „e stated that tha oPC in its meeting



(/dated 2* 6*92 after considering the facts and

circumstances of each and every case and on the

basis of the vacant a yailabl 9 dosts (annha sis

supplied) recommended candidates for regular

appointment# This aveiment has not been denied

by applicants in any rejoinder, flanifestly therefore,
the OPC recommended candidates for regular

promotion on the basis of their seniority and

ailability of regular vacancies, and as

applicants adnittedly uere junior to those

regularised on 14.5.87 and sufficient

regular vacancies ,jere not available, they could
not be regularised u.e.f, 14,5,87,

6- Under the circumstance, the Oa warrants
no interference. It is dismissed. No costs.
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VICE CHAlflPlAN(A),


