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‘_jﬁh i}’ served for more than eight yesars he cannot be replaced on 4&w-

SR

. @ervices of thne Applicant. ‘'he Appiicantq states that having
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MEMBER{JI)

The applicant herein is umrklng as Inspectur of Salt
in the Salt Oepartment under the Ministry oé Industfy,'
Department qf Iﬁdust:ial Deuelaphent; He uaé appointed as’
Inspector_nF_Sait on S—Q-Jgﬂﬂat Penuguduru Factory, Muthukur

in Nellore Dis&rict on purely temporary and ad-hoc basis. The

said appointment order was issued by the 2nd respondent after

the applicant's, name was sponsored by the Employment Exchange and

his appearing for a written test qualifying himself in ths

intervieuw conducted by the Debaftment. Thereafter a Special

. .

Qualifying test was conducted on 25-11-1988. The applicant
7 . - umm-mo It

was among the 36 ad—ﬁoc Inspectors who Wad appeared, The
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question papers ate 1nconsxsten&§ with the guide lines and,

'accardingly)the employees Union has made a representation to

the 3rd respondent reguesting not to give importance to the

written test. The’qualifying test conducted by the department
is not warranted as the applicant vas already appointed after

screening, The applicants name was rot shoun in the sslect
M ) }'*l wa w wow'\‘m CAN!\W%_:UV\ i - '

Alistt\ The Applicant made a representation on 9-2-83% to the

Min;at%} of State fnr'Perscnna;;Pension and Public Grievances,

New Delhi. In the Meanuhile the 2nd respondent in his order

NO+C.No,A.12021(1)Ad/BB/8124=32 dt.22-3-89 terminated the
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the greund that he Wwagy not having Yualified the URWarranted
b unwerremied

speciat qualifying testL‘ He/therefore/states that the pre-

ficiency test conducted by the respondents on 25-11-88 is

liable tu be set aside as also the cunsEquentlal termination

orders dt,z2-3-83g, The_aaﬁ%rﬁH?t—rs—entrfteﬁmﬁor-fﬁ-:nstatmﬂ

irte—service,

) o
2 Respondents filed counter stating that after 1-7-197g
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Hipistry mfx SLafRRss Staff SeiecthnVcommiSSLQHKsat-up and
e i ‘ ‘
2sousd instructions that ail Group 'C'

Nmn-te;hinal posts in

varigus Departments/ﬁinistries, and offices of the Government af

Pending

*

India should be Pilised up through this Commission onLy,
placement of reguisition and selection of candidates by'the
»ae\ |
Staff Selection Commission, the depar tment hasﬁzgu#}gg@to the
recruitment of candidates on purely temporary and em adhoc basis
‘ : - ' /
through the employment Exchange, The applicant is ondpf the

candiate;ngminated by the‘Employmént Exchéngs)aﬁd selected

and appointed on adhac basis, The applicant having been agreed

tb. the terms ang conditions of appointment jeined in service

on 5-S5-80, With a view to regularise the appointment of aiy
the candidates including the applicantJ the Government of India

through Staff Selectign Commission conducted a proficiency

75.11-1988 anly for adhoe Inspesions
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to the candidates that merely appearing in the Special
Qualifying Examination would not entitle an adhoc Inspector
of Salt to claim for reguiarisation of appointment. the

applicant appeared for the test. But he and 4 others did not

- pass the same., Since, the continuance of the adhoc appointées

who could not gualify £n the Special Qualifying Examination
is not desirable, the Departmentof Personnel andTraining vide
their lr.Ne.22013/1/87/Estt.(D) dt.13-2-1989 advised for takin

steps to tepminatg the services af all the five adhoc employes

O‘L"\"\"'E-’D
who failed in the test. It is combtended that the questian

M- Y
paperﬁare nDt’}ﬂ%DnSlStEnt with the gumdallnes,LFurther stated

'lmawlN‘1'
that pleced adhoc Inspectars of Salt had filed appllcatlugbln

the past before'Madras Berich for their regular appointment.

and the Central Admlnlstratlue Tribunal, Madras Bench by
waﬁyuﬁklby

Judgmentédt 10-4-87 and 9-7-87 in TA. 348/86 and in TA 373/864.

had dismissed the said applicationd. It is further contended
that there is no iliegality or irregularity in holding the tes
through the medium gf Staff Selection Commission. Thersfore

the application is liabiLe to be dismissed.,

Lo

UELBaard Mr .B.Nageshwar Rao, counsel for applicant and

Mr ,Parameshwar Rao on behalf of Mr.,P.Ramak ishne Raju,

Senior Standing Counsel for Central Government.,

ﬁ/4 Contd. .4,
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The short point is whether the applicant by
virtue of having served on adhoc basis for nine years
is entitled té regularisation despite the fact that
he failed in the Special Quaiifying Examination., We
have considerea an identical guestion in a connected
matter disposed of today‘viz. O.A.NO.248/89. For the

reasons given therein we allow this Application and

direct that tha applicant should be regularised by

the competent authority.namely the appointing authority

on an evaluation of his confidential reports for the

last three years, The seniority of the applicant
will be governed applying the same principle as in

the case of other adhoc salt inspectors who have been

) o - ) gpwaﬂ VSR fl-alw .

regularised as a consequence of passing’theﬁﬁtaff Y
B

% ) :
Selection Commissioﬁ} In the circumstances there shall

be no order as to costs.

(D.SURYA RAQ) (D.K.CHAKRAVORTY)
Member (J) - Member (A)

Dated: ¢ ¢ th August, 1989, T
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