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IN TAE CENTRAL ADMINIS~RATIVE . . I TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR·B~NCHl JAIPUR 
I 
' ' b._A.N .l/99 / ·Date of ord~r: "Jtjr/u-;rf 

Padam Kumar snarma, S/o Sh.Umacfott·Sharma, R)o 1-AB, 
" 

D.K.Nagar, Khatipura, Jhotwara, Jaipur. 

I. 

, ••• Ap'plicant ~ 

Vs. 

1. _Union of India . through Secr~tary ! Mini. of 

Information & Broadcasting, New Delh.i. · 

2 •. Director General, Doordarshan, Doordarshan Bnawan, 

Mandi ~ouse, New Delhi. 

3. 
- I 

Director I Door,darshan Kenara I J a~pur. 
I. 

Mr.Arµitabh Bhatnagar 

• •.• Respondents. 

: Couns~l for applicants 

' Mr.Vtjay Singh, Proxy of Mr.Bhanwar Bagri, for respondents. 
I ·: 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble iVIr.S.K.Aga~wc:i-1, Judicial Member. 

PER HON'BLE MR S.K.AGARWAL, JQDICIAL MEMBER. 

In this O.A filed under Sec.19 of the A'J;'s. Act, 1985, 

the a~plicant 'makes a pr~yer ta direct the respondents to 

regui'ar ise · the services_ of ·the applicant and al low. him 

~1- arrears of salary and o~her ser~ice benefits which are being 

g~ven to other ca~ual artists after regularisation~ 
' ' 

2. i , Undisput'edly, vide 'order ·dated· °14.2.92 passed by 
. I - . 

Princ.ipal Bench of the Tribunal in O-.A No.563/86 ,· Anil· Kumar_ 

MaI[ilr. V-s. Union.of I~dia & O;s, a- scheme for.regU!arisation 

of c.asual ·Ar:tists was framed on 9·.6.92· which was revised/ 

·mo fied on 17.3.~4. It is also an undisputed fact that in . I -. . 
compliance of the order ~ated 11.12.95 passed in O.A 

· 1 

Noj_25_6/95 (R.A. No~l9/96 dated' 28.11.96) Narendra. Tiwari & 

Scheme was fram~d on 13.5.97. It i~ 

an un_disputed fact that the case of- the .. applicant was 
'. 
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. consi ered for regula:risation· in pursuanc~ of the- Scheme 
! 

frame9 for this purpose _and th~ ap.pli_cant was not found 
I . 

eligifle for ·regularisation· being over age at- ·the time of 
I 

init~~l appointment. 

3. / The learn~d cOtins~l for the 4pplicant vehmently 

argued that applicant Sh.Padam Kumar Sharma was ·denied 
. I , - . 

~e~ularisation on the ground that he was overage on the date 

f 1
1 : . . t . .1 t l t . t d o is i-n1 ia y engagemen . as casua ar is an a.s · per 

cla _ se. 4 of Annx-.AS, the case o_f the .applicant. should ·nave 

beer) referred by. respondent No .. 3 to· respondent No.2 · for_ 
. , I -.. ' 

relaxation of age limit. He has also argued . that as per 

order dated 14.2.92, a separate scheme' should have been 
I 

' • I. 

fra
1
rned for •casua'l artists engaged a·fter 31.-12.91. 

4. / · · The learned· ~ounsel for the .respondents h·as opposed 
-. I 

· th~ arguments· of the learned counsel for the applicant and 
i' .. 

arg_ued-·'that. the Scheme 9ated 9 .• 6~92 framed· in pursuance of 

the order of the Principal ~ench of the Tribunal was later 

on.modified vide 'order'. dated ·17.3~94 and the Scheme framed 

in pur_suance of tne ~rder p~ssed in Narendra Ti wari & Or_s 
. ., 

. . . I 

vs·.· uor & Ors, by the Jabalpur Bench ot. the •rribunal is a· 

complete Scheme i~ itselt and ·the ca~e 6f .the applicant w-re 
.. . 

~onsidere~ in the light, of ,those schemes: for· regularisation 
i " ' . . . . ' ' 

~ut the, applicant was ov:erage at the initial date of his 

ippointment as . casu~l a1'tists/aSsistant, . therefo~e he was 

-rot found fit for regularisation. 

l.. . In the scheme dated 9.6.9.2- fr.amed in pursuance of 

/

order passed by the Principal Bench . of the Tri_bunal, ~ t is 

provided in para 6 of the scheme that upper age limit· cannot· 

be relaxed, which reads as follows: 

"6. The; upper age .1 imi t would be relaxed to the 
' \ 

extent of serv,ice rendered by the _casual artists at 
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the time 
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of/ 

I 
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regularisation. ·A minimum of 120 days 

se~vice in the aggregate in one year, shall be. 

treated as on~ year 1 s , service rendered for tnis 

purpose •. The. service render for less than 120 d~ys 

in a year will not qualify fo~ age relaxation.~-·· 
\ . 

In. para 4 of tne revis~d spheme dated 17.l~94, - it is 

provided that: 
,_ 

•t4. ·It µas also - been noticed that ·certain ·staff 

artists' we~e engaged. in~tially. when they were over 

age -according"' to . the . recr:ui_tment Rules •. All such 

cases, with the number of days they worked on casual 

basis according to. ~h~ formula: laid down in par~ 

No.3 should b~. ref~rred to the Directorate for 

taking a decision oh merit.h 

6 These provisions do not lay . ·down anything for 

relaxation of ·age for those. wh.o are overage at the date of 

. .:.their initial appointment. According to' these _provisions, 

sue~ cases •re only required to ref~~ to the Directorate for 

his approval. 
. I . - ' 

7. As no ~ti:ifn, can be .permitted de-l:lorse the rules·· 

iii"' and_ the app1;icant 1 s case . was considered · and . rejected as 

_,, overage at the time of initial appoin:tment, therefore, I do· 

not find any irregul~rity/illegality in the· act"ion. of the 
. ' ' . { . , 

' -:;:...,.,., 

·the Sche~e framed for regularisation- of .r_" e_spondents as. 

rasual art i~ts and' its revision/modification is a complete 

rcheme covered all the· aspe,cts '· there fore, I do not ·find any 
I 

~asis/ground to direct the respondents to ·frame another. 

scheme so as to cover the case of the. applicant. 
I . 

8. Therefore,.! -do not find any· merit·in this O.A-. I 
.therefore the same is dismissed with no order as to costs. 
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