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Fushkar Singh, 
S / o Sb r I H I mma t S I n g h, 
RIO H.No.3054/A, Sector-52, 
Chandi garh. 

F.Subash Nair, 
5/0 Sb . K . GOV I ndar, Kutty 
150-C, GTB Enclave, 
DII .had Garder; 
tew 5eihi-?3 

.Applicants 

Sports Authority..cf India, 
through 	 H.. 
Secretary, 	' 

at Corporate 
Jawahar I a] NehrS'tadi urn, 
Lodi Road Cornpi, 
New Delhi-i 1000 

........... .Respondent 

3) OA No.1536 o:2003 

T.K.Aji1, 
T.K.Narayana Fillal, 

RIo Sports Authority of India Hostel., 
Netaj i Suhhash Southern Centre, 
Bang lore. 

..... .ppiic;ant 

Versus 
Sports Authority of India, 
through 
Secretary, 
at Corporate OIfice, 
Jawaharlal Nehru Stadi urn, 
LLJLi I 	\LdU 11"-.Cjimp~ lex, 

New Delhi-1i0003 
..Respondent 

Advocates:  
Shri Sewa Ram , •larned counsel, of applicants 
in all OAs. 

Shri C,Hari Shanker, learned counsel of 
respondent in OA-1497/2003. 

Shr I Arun Bhardwaj , learned counsel of 
respondents in OA- 1503/2003 and OA-1 536/2003. 

....ORDER.:(.ORAL) S ... 

SHRI R . K . UFADHYAYA, ADMINISTRATIVE..MEMBER: 

All the three OAs are disposed of by a common 

order as the facts and irnpugned orders are sirni lar 

1.OA No.149712003 

2(a). All six 
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ly 

chai I enged 	thel r reverS Forl 	order dated 4,6.2003 

i;i€:,.':j.ira 	- 	roil tne ro 	of Data tn.ryLiperaor 

(CEO) to ther onginal post purportedly to give 

et'tec.t to the orders dated 11.3.2003 in OA No.79/2002 

of Banqalore Bench of this Tribunal in the case of 

S . Manj u I a 

2(b). 	The applicants in this case, prior to their 

selection and appointment as DEOs were working as 

"prmanent/reguiar employees" in Group C and D posts 

of' Groundsman, Lab. At.tendant Lady Attendant and [DC 

___. - 	 + 'JI i 	a t 	NV 	L)kIfli 	UI
.C' 	the SD p o r S 

Authorit.y of' India (SAl) 

2.OA No.1503/2003 

3. 	These. 	ee applicants have jointly challenged 

their reversdorder dated 4,6.2003. Applicant NO.1 

Shr Jogrder Nmär has been revrted as Lab.Attendant 

0/0 ED (A), SAl, NR, Fatiala. Applicant No.2 Shri 

Fushkar Si ngh has been revrted as Watchman, NCtãj I 

Suhhash , Northern Centre, SAl , Chandi garh and Shri 

F.Suhhas Nair, applicant No.3 in the OA has been 

reverted to his original p o s t of DEO (Daily Wages), 

0/0 FS to Minister of Sports, New Delhi, 

3.OA No.1536/20 



The applcant. Shri T.K.Ajil is also aggreved 

by the order of reversion dated 4,5.2003, issued by 

SM, New Delhi , reverting him to his original post of 

Groundeman, 	Netaj I Subhas 	Southern Centre, SAl 

0 CA 	cl I'i 

5. 	it i 	 cs that ted y the appian 	SAl  issued 

clrcular dated 22.9.99 (Annxure.A-2 in OA 1437/2003) 

from 	Regular employees of SAl who fulfilled the 

eligibility 	conditions 	of. 	"1. 	Higher 

r - 

 

.- . 	-.-L--.--.. 	n 	-+ 	f--.--.4-.-. 	- -. 	Data .uM.jci j/.IIJi 	cOhuj. 	, 	C1 .1 	(.a 	Ii 

Entry 0peraton (Persons working on Daily Wage basis 

as DEC for the last 5 years may also apply" for the 

post of DEC in the scale of Rs. 	3050-4530. 

Subsequent-I y a test was conducted on 2.8.2000. 	Al 1 

...t_... 	*_ 	 _.....s. 	 - -- 	J.. 	 -, _.c 
t-i 	 ;cn 	 ulard 	i ied H 

Lmited Departmental Examination vide order dated 

31.10,2000 and appointed as DEOs. 

5, 	One Smt. S,Manjula appointed as DEO on 

contract basis w, 	 ad aloppled fore. 	9,1994 h  

the post of DEC as per Circular of September, 1999, 

However, she was not allowed to appear in the test. 

Her services ere also terminatd as per order dated 

25.11.2001. 	She filed CA No.79:12002  before Bangalore 

Bench of t h i St, Tribunal which by, order dated 11.3,2003 

drected the respondents as follows: 

'11. 	In the light of the, facts,  stated 
above,I the impugned .order dated 
26.11.2001 	(Annexuré A-2)' passed by the 
3rd 	respondent. is 	se' aside, 	The 
applicant. w .i 11 be i.ven ,an opportunity to 
appear at - the.tst/xmination for the 
post. of DEC in SAl. Tie Executive 
Direcbor, 	SAl, •R 1No..1 will ensuré'that 
the test. for, the ps.t of DEO in SAl, in 
which the applicartwili be allowed to 
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I a 	co,  nducted in a fair and 
object ye manner and i n accordance Wi th 
he 	e: It cr5 and ru I es of appol ntment 

per-i od of four months from the 
data Cit T.'jCQi pt. of a copy Of this order.  
The OA is partly allowed, The applicant 
shall continue in service till the 

as directed hereinahove is 
completed. 	The 	selection 	and 

pointmert. or o t h e r candi dates will 
h&v 	t.c b. regul aterl after considering 
the app] icant for the post in question in 
app ropr I at manner. No costs. 

7. 	The app.] iconS further state that they were not 

impicaded as party in Smt. S.Manjula's case (supra) 

Therefore, the impugned order of their reversion is 

not. a per directions of the Tribunal. The Bangalor 

Bench of the Tribunal has also not directed to cancel 

the Li ml ted 	
Exam, held on 2.5. 2000. The 

hs merely directed to consider the case of 

Smt. 	
. Man ul a as she w a s wrong 1 y not all owed to 

appear in the Test held on 2.e,2000, 	It is also 

claimed that. there are Still some vacant posts of DEO 

even today. The respondents could assess the 

suitablity of Smt, 	S.Manjula as directed by the 

Tribunal aid post her against the vacant post, 

iternatvel• the learned counsel pointed out that 

Smt. 	
S .Manu]a f found sui table for appointment as 

er 	di rections of the Tribunal could be accommodated 

by reverting only the last selected candidate. In any 

case, reversion order dated 4.6.2003 of the applicants 

was unjustified and deserved to be set aside and 

quashed. 

8. 	
The respondents have opposed thejaPP:l.ications and 

have stated that the only proper c'ous.to :irplernent 

the 	directions of the. Tribunal in Smt. 	S. Manjüla's' 

case was first to oncel the earlier select.jdh-and to 
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ho Id fresh sd ecti on in Which Srnt 	S. Manjul a could 

also take part. According to the respondents, the 

examination held on 2.8. 2000 had to be cancelled due. 

to 	nregulanit.ies committed by disallowing eligible 

c;and i dates. 

8.The respondents have further stated that it. -is 

necessary to scrap the earlier examination as void and 

conduct a fresh examination by gi'ing an opportunity 

to 	the appi icant and others who had qualified in the 

exam. ccrduct.ed in October, 2000 along with Ms. Manj ul a 

and others placd similarly to Ms Manjui.& 	(emphasis 

suppi ied). 	 - 

IC). 	The resodents have subrni tted the list of 11 5 

persons as di i9iie for the post of DEO who were 

allegedly not c;osidered f o r appointment. The learned 

counsel of the espondcnts have stated that unless a 

fresh examinatipn is held after cancelling the last. 

selection, the directions of the Bangalore Bench of 

ths 	Tribunal 	in OA 	No. 79/2002 could not, 	be 

implement-ed, 

II , 	ifl the rejoinder affidavit, the applicants have 

stated that the plea taken by the respondents is 

total i y unfounded and against the facts of the case. 

The Bangalore Bench of. thl.s  Tribunal has merely 

directed the respondents to give an opportunity to the 

applicant (Smt,S.Manjula) -in that OA to apbar in the 

exam. 	for the post of DEO.inSAL• 	There is no 

directon for cancellation of earlier- Limited 

Departmental Exam, 	or revrsipn of the applicants.. 

It. was also stated by' the learned counsel of- the 
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app ii cantE; that the c;ase of int S. Manj UI a could be 

considered for filling up the remaining vacant post of 

DEO 	Regarding the 1it of 15 persons who are alleged 

to 	be el ighle for being considered but were no+. 

considered, it. is stated that none of these 15 persons 

had applied in pursuance to the Circular dated 

22.9.9, 	Therefore, they cannot be allowed to -make 

a n y grievance against the persons selected through 

L Li L. . 

We have considered the rival submissions and 

have perused the materials available on record. 

A V 	anhe seen from the directions of the 

Bargalore Benc;h of this Tribunal jn. QA No.79 / 2002, 

extracted earlier, the directon was to hold the 

suitab I ity t.es t, 	or Smt.S.Manjula for the post of 

DEO. 	There 15 nc direction in the'said order of the 

Bangalore Bench that. the entire selection process is 

vitiated and des,rves to be cancelled. There is also 

no observation garding the eiect.ion of the 

applcant.s, exce.pt In the case of one F.Subhash Nair 

who was a Daily:Wager in the Corporate Office, New 

Delh . The Bangalore Bench of this Tribunal had taken 

note of Regulation 7(i ) o the Regulations which 

provides as foiios: 

"7(i) Appointment for -'the purpose. of.. 
these regu ation: shall::mean appointment 
to the post whether bY promotion, 
deputat.on, direct recruitmen,t or on 
contract basis as shall be in accordance 
Wi 	th 	Fj rov I Si on of the rec;rui tment 
rules applcabIe to that post not in 
consistent' with the Bye ' Laws or the 
Sports' Authority of IidIa but will not 
include 	ad 	hoc. • 	appointments 	or 
appointments on daily vages.." 



The 	case of Shr P. Suhhash Nai r has been been quoted 

to 	1 iustrate t: some persons ineligible for the 

test were aiiowe'to appear in the test, However, in 

the 	case of Srnt. 	5, Manjula who was better qua] I fled 

was denied he opportunity to appear in the test. 

14, 	After careful consideration of the case, we are 

of the view that the cancellation of entire selection 

t••S/ 	#-U--. I i 	i 	J 	I 	LI 	i 	.puHc.ii I 	 I 	I Lu 	, 

quash and set aside the order dated 4..2003 being 

Office Order No.97/2003 cancelling the earlier 

seec;tion in its ntirety. Hoever, this direction is 

subject. to the liberty to the respondents to take 

action agal net any individual appli cant who was not 

ot.herwiea eligible to appear in the examination as p e r 

the recruitment. rules 	and notification of 

September, 399, 

The 	respondents, 	are further,  directed to 	take 
- 4 - - - 	- .- 	- 	'1 1 	- 	_ 	- 	,- 	- 01 	I 1 	ii rig 	up 	the 	vdL;n 	po 	s of 	Dtus 

in 	tern-is of the directions of Bangalore 	Bench 

of this Tribunal 	against the existingvacancje 

of 	DEOs, 	In case, 	there is no 	vacancy, 	the 

respondents, 	will 	be at 	liberty to take 	action 

only 	against, the persons plced at the 	bottom 

of 	the 	select list prepared on the 	basis 	of 

LDE, 	conducted on 	2.8.2000,. . 
15 	In 	view 	of 	the 	di rect,ion 	i:n.• the 	preceding 

paragraph, 	these three OAs are partly allowed without 

H 	- 	¼ any order as to costs. 	 •, 

II  

A'  

(R.K. 	uFADHYAy1 	 (SHANKER'RAJU). 
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