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iBy Hon'ble Mr, Justice V,5. Malime th, Chairman)
The petitioner, Smt, Shyam La£a, is a teacher in
the Rajasthan Education Service, Her case is that far
husband is an employse in ?he Delhi Administration and is
suffering from nsurotic depression, She, thersfore, made
a request to the Delhi Administration to take her on
deputation in one of the schools under the Delhi Adminise
tration, The request was granted in the first instance for
deputation of one year which was again extended forthe second
yéar and finally for the third year on humanitarian consideration,
While granting deputation period for the third yaar, it was

extension of :
made clear that it is the last/deputation that is grantod The

The petitioner appecr s

to have moved the authorities for regular;absorption in the

(135hool under the Delhi Administration, That request of ha:g;as ¢




considered and the same was rejected by order deted

27.11.1992, The petitioner then made a grievance that the
reason for rejection of her request has not been given and
that, therefore, the same should be furnished, rhe
Administration was willing to oblige her and, £heraforo,
given 2 memo on 4,1.,1993 saying that her case has been
rejected by the compstent asuthority because her case does
not come under the purview of the recruitment rules, Shs
appears to have made further representation persisting in
her efforts for absorption, Not having received any
success in her endeavours in this behalf, she\has apﬁroached
the Tribunal on the last date when her deputst ion period

>
expires, i,e, today,

- Shri Ratan Pal, Counsel for the petitioner, contended

with considerablewammth that it is unfortunate that the case
of the petitioner for absorption on humanitarian ground is
not being considered and that too on untenable ground, He

urged that the petitioner holds a degrees of B,A, B,Ed. which
qualification

is much higher than the prescribed/for the teachers under the

Delhi Administration, He submitted that her request for

absorption is not granted because she is more qualified than

required, It is not possible to accept this contention as

there is no such communication to the petitioner tﬁat she

/Vyill not be absorbed in service because she is more gualified,
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:

»

The petitioner has produced as Annexure A=23, a
representation made by her to the Lt., Governor

wherein she has extracted the observations of the

Lt. Governor that ‘'as she has higher qualificaton

than the requirement, we can certainly consider her

for the post. Let me have your comments, Sd/= L.G,
6.10.,1989', Apart from this, we must bear in mind

that the petitioner has no legal right for absorption

in the Delhi Administration even assuming that she has
all the qualifications required under the rules or
higher qualifications, It is also necessary to bear

in mind that it is on humanitarian consideration that
she was taken on deputation making it clear that after
expiry of period hér term she would not be given any
extention, The petitioner has not approached the
Tribunal for enforcing any of her conditions 6? service,
The petitioner is not employee of the Delhi Administration.
Sha;is only on deputation., She has no legal right under
the prescribed rules under which she can claim as a
matter of right absorption in the service of the Delhi
Administration, What she is really asking is for mercy
on humanitarian ground, These are not matters which fall
for consideration by the Tribumal. WUe, therefore, see

no good growund to interfere. This application is rejected,

T At
ADI E (VeS. MALIMATH)

memaER(A CHA IRMAN

No costs,

'SRD?
20067 93
':4077}



