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Mew Delhi this the 12th day of September,
Hon’ble Shri Govindan S.Tampi. Member (")

vighnu Das 370 Sholpendsr Das,
Ao HoMoW 702, Gligand.
ocad, Mew Duln1N '
. LApplicant

Union of India and Otheirs
Throughn

1. Secretary.

Ministry of agriculture,

Ki-iahi Bhawaﬁ, Mew Delhi.
2. Member Secretary.,

Cammission tor dgriculture Cost

srid Prices, Krishi Bhawan, Mew Delhi.
%, Administrative Officer,

&l

C.a.C.P.Mlndistry of

sgriculture, Shastri Bhawan .

pew Delhi.

(By Advocate Shri Rajiv Bansal )

O RDER {ORALD

(Hon’ble Shiri Govindan S.Tampi, Member (B)

Meard both learned counsel - Shri M.K.Bhardwad for the

applicant and Shri Rajesev Bansal tor the respoindaents.

2. Applicant is  aggriseved by the impugned oraer

- passed by the respondents, denying him  the benefit of

temporary status and regularisation as he had not completead

the requisite period of 206 days in a year in  terms of
DOPT s Scheme dated 10.9.1993. The applicant had workKed

with the respondents Tor the requisite period and have
soguitted  himselt well but as the grant of temporary status
was not coming forth, he filed 04 No.1343/2001, which was

t

lisposed of by the Tribunal on 23.10.2001 with directions Lo

o

consider his CABS ieln grant of tampporainy
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N status/regularisation. The same has atter ¢0n51dcrﬁﬁb peen 0 )

declined by the respondents as  the applicant had not
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docording to  thd
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completed the period of 206
applicant, Tthe Ccom mputation of the days he had wmtkaﬁr W 5,55
incorrectly done by the respondents, to deny him the benetit

Stvn

ot the Scheme. In any reckoning, it would be @m&@gﬂ that he

February, 2000 to  January,2001 and  therefore his case
deserved to be allowsed, a plea forcetully reiterated by Shiri

Mo L Bhardwald ., learnad aunsel for the applicant. He  has

G

slso  relied upon the decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court

in Guirat Agriculture Unive .ley Y.  Rathod Labhul Bectﬁrdgkb

and 0Ors. (2001 %ol 1 Scale) and State of Haryana Y. Pydra

Singh  and Ors  (1992(4)8CC 118). He should also get

ehgagemant in preference to his juniors in his plea.

d

I On behalt of the respondents, it is argud by Shird
Rajesy Bansal that the applicant has no case on tacts,. as it
was  found that he had not completed the reguisite peiriod in
terms  of DOPT s Scheme dated 10.2.1%99%93. He had worksed only
for 132 davs in 1999, 163 davs in 2000 and 94 days in 2001.
. — . , Lo
Fwven otharwiss, tn@Lpogltlon has totally undergoneg & change

with the decizion of the Hon’ble Suprems Court in the case
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¥ . UDI W Mohangpal as well as Punjab State Electricity

Foard and &anc.vs.  Wazic Singh (JIT 2002 (3)18C 4%9) and  the

applicant case was no longer wvalid. &, theretore, degerved

sjsction,. according to him.
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4., Din caretul consideration of the tacts of the case
and the law on  the subject, I am convinced that the
applicant has no case in law. Law has been settled by the

Full Benco the Hon’ble Supreme Court in  Punjab
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State Electricity Board and anr.¥s.Wazir Singh {supra) on

Lg\ - b



;3/ T \;

Ean
11.2.2002  and thereatter in Mﬂhan?vﬁl and anr.VWsWU0L & G

3

‘ , i . N
that the benetits of temporary status and Jor regular £rion

unider the scheme would be applicable only to those who wWeire
in position on the day when the Schens was tormulated. as

masual  worker, the benetit - of the Scheme for grant of

&
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temporary atus/regul

e

risation under the Schamse was not

available to him. Reliance placed by him on a few decisions
retferred to would not come to  the assistance of  the

sioplicant in  wview of the latest prmnounc&mgﬁt oy the Full

Bench of the Hon bl

@

gpex Court. His case, therators, has
o faill at the same time 1t the respondents choose to engags
him  again on the availability of vacancies, they could Keep

in ming his previous expsrisnce and regcord.

5. In the above view of the matter 0a fails ang is

accordingly dismissed. The order would not, howsver,

praclude the respondents from considering the caze of  the
applicant for re-engagement, it they so desirs in accordancs
With instructions subjesct to  availlability of work and

kKesping in mind his expesrience.

& The decision was pronounced in the of Court at
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