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This is a second round of litigation.

.Applicant has filed this O.A under Section 19 of the

Adm i n i s t rat i ve Tr i buna 1s Ac t. 1985. as he i s agg r i eved of

the inaction of the respondents in not considering and

final i s i ng tfie case of ti'ie app I icant for re-engagernetrl; as

a casual labour against juriiors and outsiders.

Facia in Id r ie t are thai tlie app I icant was

eiigaged as a casual labourer w.e.f. 12 .5 . 199y and lie

worked there for about 273 days from my, 1998 to

February, 1999. Thereafter he was disengaged on 5.2.99.

applicant further claims that he has come

to know that some junior persons have been engaged
ignoring his claim so he prays that the applicant should
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be re-efigaged in preference to jiiniors and Freshers and he

should also be regularised in the service.

4. The OA is being contested by the respondents.

The i-espondents submitted tl'iai the v/otM^-. against which tiie

applicant was engaged was of intermittent and temporary

natui-e and the same is over, so there is no vacancy

available with the respondents to engage or employ the

. applicant. The respondents submitted tlnat the applicant

has worked during May, 1998 to February, 1999 but only

for 173 days and not for 273 days as claimed by the

app1 i can t.

5. It is further stated that the respondents have

not engaged any junior or fresher dai ly wager as waterman

from Apri 1 2002 to May, 2002, as alIeged by the

applicant, so it is prayed that the OA be dismissed.

6. I have heard Shri Gaur, proxy counsel for tl'ie

app M can f, and Shri F<ajiiider Ni scha I , Counsel for the

I•e s p o n d e n t s .

i- On the plea that earlier also the applicaivt had

fi led ail OA No. 2669/99 wherein directions were given to

the respondents to take a decision with regard to

conferment of temporary status and respondents were also

diiected to look into the allegation of employment of

someone else in his place and subject to availability of
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Vv'ork and the requirement of natural jus'tice, consider

i^e-engag i ng the applicant at any time in future. No

complaint is made by the appI icant against comp1 iance of

the order. The respondents have categorically stated

that the work is not avai IabIe and no other person is

engaged at all so I find that since tliere' are already

directions passed by tlie Tribunai to the respondents, so

no interference is.caI Ied for.

8, lit view of the above, OA has no merits and the

same is dismissed.
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