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1.3, KeShamma, S/o Shri Kurra Ram,
Sr. Stemo , Gr.1I, ITI Jail Road,
Tilak Nagar,

New Delhi.

2, T.S.Kanuyar, /o Sh.3hag singh,
Sre Steno, Gre. II, ITI shahdra,

NBU Delhio

3. Mrs. K.Popli, wo Sh.K.L.Popli,
Sr. Stemo ITI, Subji Mandi,
Dal hi =7,

4, Bhay2r singh, S/o Shri Ram Chander,
Sre. Steno Gr.II, Office of Chief ghgineer,

Flood Control Dept. ISBT ,
N ew f)Blhi.

esess fpplicants,
(3y adwreate: shri V.P.Shama )
Varsus

1. Delhi adninistration through
its Chief Secretagy Delhi,

2, The Secretary (Services),
Delhi adninistration,
5, alipur Apad, Delhi .

3. The Dirsctor of Technical Education,
Delhi Adninistration Rouse Avenue oad,

Dayal Singh Library Building,
New Delhio

4. The Chief fngineer,
fFlood Gontrol Dept., Delhi Adninistration,

4th Floor, IS3T Building,
New Delhi ««+. Respondents,

(8y Adwcate: shri U jay Pandita)

0 RNFR

HON '3L £ MRe 3o Re ADIGE, VICE CHAI R‘MNSQ!.

fpplicants impugn respondents order dated

10.8.92(Ann9xure-¥a/1) and seek regularisation ss
Stenos Gr.II w.ee.fe. 14.5,87 and consideration forp

further promotions aceo rdingly,

2' ) BY Order dat9d14. 5.87(mn8xura-y8) apdi_cants

were promo ted from Stenos Gr.III to Stenos Gr.II

°n purely smergent =ang Adhoc basis for 2 periodof

o
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six months, or till raqular promotions(uerama’de
on the recommendation of OPC whichewer was e2rlier,
The 2bove order made it clear that applicants
would not be entitled to any benefit of seniority
or regularisation as Stenos Gr.II or any equivalent
post till they uwere selected by a 0 FC. Eventually
on the D PC's remmmen@tions by respondents!
impugned orders dated 10.8.92 applicants were
promoted on reqular basis as Stenos Gr.II w.e.fe.
14,2.90, mplicants contend that while ot'hers |
similarly situated as them, and promoted as
Stenos Gr.II on adhoc basis weeefe 14.5.87 were
regularised vide impugned orders dated 10,8,92
with effect from the detes of their adhoc
promotion, they have been requlerised from a
later date, which is illegal and without

jurisdiction.

3. e have heard applicants!' counsel ghri VP,

Shamma and respondents' counsel Shri Vijay Pandita.

4, shri sharma has argued that the fact
that applicants were promoted as Stenos Gr,II on
Aadhoc baeis on 14,5, 87 and were working as such
ever since, points to the availability of
regular vacancies from that date, and that being
S0, applicants should also havye been regulari ced
weesfe 14,5,87 along with others seniors to them

who adnittedly were regularised from that date,

Be Merely bescause applicants wsre promotai
on adhoc ba-is WeBefe 14,5,87 along with their
seniors does not Necessarily mean that there
were the requisite nunber of regular vacancies
available on that date. Respondents in theirp

reply have stated that the DPCin its meeting
~
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dated 2,6,92 after considering the facts and
circumstances of each and svery case and on the

basis of the vacant available posts (emphasis

supplied) recommended cendidates for reqular
appointment, This avemment has not besen denied

by applicants in any rejoinder. Manifestly therefora,
the D PC recommended candi dates for regular
promotion on the basis of their seniority and
availability of regular vacancies, and as

applicants adni ttedly were junior to thosse
regularised on 14,5,87 angd sufficient

regular vacancies uere not available, they could

not be reqularised weBefy 14,5,87,

6. Undesr the circumstan cey, the 04 warrants

no interfersnces It is dismissed. No costs,

bl Aok g
( DR.A.vEDAVALLT ) ( s.R.a0I5E")
MEMBER(I) VICE CHAIRMAN(p),

/ug/




