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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE/TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR

~

. 0.A.No. 11/99 . R Date of order. *5\Y7};£n

1 _':.Ashok Kumar Sharma, S/o Sh.onkar Mal. Sharma, R/0

Vill.Mdhanpura, Bassi, Jalpur.'

. 1 '
.RKataria Coldny, Sodala, Jaipur.

_Shilangi Bhawan, Chandpole Bazar, Ja1pur.

2. :f Hanuhan Sahall Jalswal, S/o Kalyan Sahal Jalswal, R/o

3. | Sangram singh, S/o JSh.Karan Singh, R/o° E-159:-

-~

. _ S | : ‘
. T 4. Raj Kumar.Vermap S/o Sn Ram Saha1 Verma,.R/o 176

-
Galav Nagar, Ja1pur.~

5. - Ram Saha1 Maurya, S/o Sh Badri Naraln Maurya, R/o -

Jagatpura, Jalpur.
l :

Bassi Chak,|Ja1pur..'

i -

6. Kedar Praséd Sharma, S/o sh.Ram Gopal Sharma, R/o

STl Shyam Sundl Sharma, S/o Sh Jagdlsn Naraln Sharma

CORAM:

e

Malv1ya Nagar, Ja1pur.

i

\~ ‘\‘ ’ VS.

1/448, Newlvldyadhar Nagar;: - Jalpur.

R/0 959, Mlshra Rajajl ka Rasta, Chandpole, Jaipur

8a.. - Kamal Kumar Sharma, S/o Sh. Ben1 Prasad Sharma, 10/80

()

79,f o Rajendra Kumar Gupta, S/o Sh.Mool Chand Guptay R/o

¢

...Appllcants

1. - Unlon -ofl India f'througn Secretary, Mini. of

7

Mr. VljaY Slngh, Proxy of ML Bhanwar Bagrl,

|

1 R ? -

\

Informatlon & Broadcastlng, New Delhl.

D1rector General, Doordarsnan,,Doordarshan Bhawan,

2 .
Mandl House, New Delhl.
- - 1
3. D1rector,‘Doordarshan Kendra, Jaipur.
ME . Am1tabh Bhatnagar V b Counsel for appllcants

for respondents.

Hon'ble M@,S.K.Agarual, Judicial Member.
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PER HON'BLE MR S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER. :
In this 0.A filed.under Sec.19 of the-ATs Act, 1985,

the applicants make atprayer to direct.the'reSpondents to

'regularise the services of the applicants and allow the
'applicantS'witn'arrears'of salary and other service benefits

_which are’ being given to other casual artists ~after

i

2. ' Undisputedly, vide' order dated 14.2. 92 passed by

Pr1nc1pal Bench of the Trlbunal ‘in O. A No 536/86, Anll Kumark

"Mathur Vs. Union of Ind1a & Ors, a scheme for regularlsatlon'__

of casual Artlsts was framed on 9 6. 92 whlch was revised/

modlfled on 17.3.94. It . is also an undlsputed fact that in

-

compliance vof the -order dated ll 12, 95 passed. in O.A‘

No. 256/95 (R A No.l19/96 dated 28 11.96) Narendra. Tiwari &

. . . )
Ors Vs. UOI & Ors, a new Scheme was framed on 13.5.97. It is
also an undisputed fact that the cases of ‘the applicants

! . s . V”. -. . p
, were ,considered for' regularlsatlon_ in pursuance of the

Scheme framed  for . thls purpose and the appllcants were. not

1

- found ellglble.

3.7 The learned »counsel-'for the 'appllcant vehmently

- argued that'applicantushaAshok Kumar Sharma, Kedar Prasad
‘Sharma and- Shyam Sunder Sharma were deniedrregularisation on
: the ground that they were overade on_'the4.date of theiri
Ainitiaﬁ@»engagement as casual-artisttand as~per ciause 4 of

Annx.A8;° the cases of these applicants should have been

referred” by respondent:™ No.3 "~ to respondent No.2 for

relaxation'of‘age limit and'rest.were'denied regularisation .

s

_as they were not covered by the Scheme for regularisation.

4

He nas':also -argued. that as per order.'dated l4.2,92iA a

. separate scheme should have been framed for casual artists
~ . v . ' ' ‘ .

~

engaged after 31.12.91;



Sy

'complete Scheme in 1tself and the cases of the appl1cants'

~

4. _ The learned counsel for the respondents has opposed

the arguments of the learned counsel for the appllcant and

argued-that the Scheme dated 9.6.92 framed in pursuance of

the order of the Principal'Bench of the-Tribunal'was later-

on'modified vide order dated 17:3.94 and the Scheme framed
in. pursuance of the order passed in Narendra T1war1 & Ors

Vs. UOI & Ors, by the Jabalpur Bench of tne Trlbunal is a

were cons1dered 'in the' 11ght of those" schemes for

regular1sat10n but some the appllcants were overage at the

i

1n1t1al‘

}
l

date Of‘ the1r 'appo1ntment asr ‘casual artlsts/

‘ass1stant and rest of them were not covered by the Scheme,

- b. iIn the scheme- dated 9 6. 92/framed in pursuance of

therefore they were not found fit for regular1sat10n.

z

order passed by the Pr1nc1pal Bench of ‘the Tr1bunal, it 'is
[ 4
prov1ded in para 6 of the scheme that upper age limit cannot

‘be'relaked, which reads as follows:

"6. The upper age 11m1t ~would be relaxed to the

'extent of servrce rendered by the casual artlsts at

the time of regularisation. A minimum of 120 days -

service in the aggregate in one year, - shall be
- treated as one year s service’ rendered 'for this
pprpose. The service render for less than 120 days

“in a year will not quallfy for age relaxatlon."f
} , _ .

In para 4 of.  the revised scheme dated 17.3.94, it is

:prov1ded that:

| ”"4. It has also been not1ced tnat certain staff

|
.
{
b

artists ‘were engaged initially" when they'were-OVer

_1 age according to' the ‘recruitment Rules. All such

cases, with the number of days they worked on casual

pbasis -according to the formula laid down in para

%
Voo
b
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I Now3 should be ferred to the Directorate for taking

‘a decision on merit.*

6. ‘ 'These prov1s1ons do not 7lay down anything for
relaxatlon of age for those who are overage at the date of
their'initial app01ntment. According to these prov1s1ons{

such cases are - only required to refer to the Directorate for

|
L

his approval. R R
. S The learned counsel forcthe respondents argued that
:“there 1s a long que of the persons already declared eligible -
,'for regularisation as and when vacancy occurs but because of -
nonavailability of vacancies they could not be regularlsed'
- and by addlng more persons in th1s e11g1ble list the right
.kﬁY'- of new faces who are expecting the chance w1ll be sp01led.
 He, therefore,'argued that no- direction should be g1ven to
_theirepondents.to frame another scheme 86 as to cover tne-
cases‘of the applicants. | |
‘B; - I have given anxious' con31deration to the rival
'contentions of '‘both the partles and also perused the whole
record. -
edl 9. f AAs' the scheme framed fby‘ the:.respondents ‘and
'modification made in the scheme thereafter is a complete
scheme‘in itself‘covering,all the aspects of those who are
eligible according-to the.criteria laid don under the-scheme.
are held as- eligible for regularisation subject to
availability of vacancy and those who are not coming in the
cr1ter1a laid. down for th1s purposesi their cases are

/

. rejected after consideration. After all laying down criteria

.f

for regularisation is'a must and that criteria has already
been flxed as per the scheme framed and in no way -the
cr1ter1a fixed is arbltrary or 1ncontravention of rules.

10 As no regularisation can be permltted de- horse the

\
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rules and the applicants cases were cénsidered and rejected

as some of them were overage at  ‘the -time of initial

-dppointment ‘and rest of them were not covered-bY‘thelScheme
.- J - .

framed 'for' reqularisation - of césua; artists/assistants,

therefore, I do not fihd éhy irfegula;ity/illegality in the

‘action of 'the 'respondents‘jas, the Scheme framed for
régularisation. of casual- artists ~and its revision/

modification iS«a.complete.écheme covered-all the aspecté.-

Y

Therefére;' I do hot* find any basis/ground to direct the

réspondents to frame anOthér'SCﬁeme‘so_as to ¢over the cases
of the applicants. - - S : -
11. - Therefore, .1 do;nbt find any merit in @His O.A, and

‘the same is dismissed with no order as to costs.

1

{ (S8.K.Agarwal)

Member (J),

PSR



