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Mew Delthi, this the 21st day of May, 2003
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HOM"BLE MR.KULDIF SIHGH, NEMBER( JUDL )

Suresa Kumar
S/¢ Shri Mathi Ram ,
R/c Qr . Mo 12, Doublie Story,

Har i jan Foton“: Tilak Nagar,
Delhi-11001 —APPIL | CAMT

{By Advocate: Shri M.K. Gaur, proxy ccunsel for Shri U.
Srivastava. Cocunsel)

Versus
Jnion of India through
Secreoctary to the Government of India
npaxtmen* ot Cuiture,
astri Bhawan,
{few Delhi. —RESFONMDENTS

{By Advocate: Shri Rajinder Mischal)
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By Homn ble WMr Kuldip $ingh . ember (Judl )

This is a. second round of titigation.

I

Applicant has filed this OA under Section 18  of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, as he is aggrievesd of

the inaction of the respondents in not considering and
finalising the case of the applicant for fe—-engagemsnt as

a casual tabour against juniors and outsiders.

Z. Facts in briet are that! ihe applicant  was
ehdgaged as  a casuzl labourer w.e [ 12.5.1888 and he
worltied there for  about 273 days from May, 1888  to

February, 188g. Thereafter he was disengaged on 5.2.899,

3. The applicant further claims that he has come

€

to know that some junior persons have been engaged

ignoring his claim so he prays that

v

the applicant should

v




be re-engaged in preference to juniors and freshers and he

should alsc be regutarised in the service.

8. The OA is being contested by the respondents.
The respondents submitted tliat the work against which ithe

, - , Lo
applicant was engaged was of intermitltent and temporary
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nature and the same is over, so there | no vacancy

avai labte with the respondents to engage or employ the

applicant. The respondents submitted that the applicant
~ hhas worled during May, 1888 to February, 1989 but only

for 172 days and not for 273 days as claimed by the

appiicant.

. It is further stated that the respondenis have

net engaged any Jjunicr or fresher daily wager as walerman
From April 2002 tc May, 2002, as alleged by the

applicant, sc {t is prayed that the QA be dismisssd.

A ¢ 8. ! have heard Shri Gaur, proxy cou

1setr for the
applicant and Shri Rajinder Nischal, Counsel forr  the

respondents.

7. On the piea that earlier also the appticant had

fited an OA No.2BB8/9S8 wherein directions were given

s}
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the respondents 1o take a decision with regard to

conferment of temporary status and respondents were alfsc

directed to look into the atiegation of emp toyment of

someone else in his place and subject to availability of
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/Rai.esh

work and the requirement of natural justice, consider
re—-engaging the applicant at any time in future. No

complaint is made by the applicant against compt!iance of

tihe order. The respondents have categorically stated
that the woerlk is not available and no other person is
engaged at all so | find that since there are already

directions passed by the Tribunai to the respondents, so

no interference is called for.

8. I'n view of the above, OA has no merits and the

same is dismissed.
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