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i'ion ble? Shri Shanker Raju, Member(.J)

Friday,, the 12th day of July, 2002

1- Shri Rarnesh

s/o Shri Surat Singh
r/o 462/A, MCD Colony ,
Sarnaipur
0 e 1 h i .. 't >

n

vi' 1 1 r i, .,,1 ci i, f;,") ci J,
s/'o 3hf"i Su rat
i-/o 462/A MCD Colony
Samairju !'■
De1h i „

Smt,. Sarbati
widow of late Sh„ Qoverdhan
!" / o l-i / 4/1707 „ J a f'l a g i r p u i
Delhi,

Shri Mukesh
s/o Shri Satbir
r/o V ilia ge Mu n d k a
IH N o „ 8665/ J. 6 , D e 1 h i - 41,.

Shri Raj Kapoor
s/o Shri Rant Da-ss
l-l .. N o27 8,, V i 11 a g e N a n g 1 i p o n a
P,0„ Alipur, Delhi - 36.

S h r :i. S a j j a n K u rn a r
s/o Shri Richpal
r / o V i 11 a g e N a n g 1 i p. o n a
P.O.. Alipur, Delhi ~ 36.

Shri Bakshish
s/o sh. Suraj Bhan
M./ 4 /16 4 7 , J a h a g i r p u r i
Delhi - 33.

Shri Om Parkash
s/o Shri MangO' Ram
r/o H..No,.197, C-I, Savitri Nagar
Delhi - 17.

0=uA,^No,,j238^f^g0lL
Rarnesh Chander
s/o Ram Charder
r/o H.No.148, Khera Kalan
Delhi - 110 082.

(By Advocate: Sh. D.R.Gupta)

Applicants

Applicant



Vs-

$

chii^if Sscretary to thB
Qovt. of NCT of Delhi

Players Building, I,.P»Estate
N 0 w D 6 ]. h i ~

o  Dire;ct.orate of Education
"through its Director ^
01 d Sectt , A1 ipu r Poaa
Delhi..

3„ Dy.. Director of Education .(Sports)
C1 '1 a 11 a r p a. .1. S t a d 1 in .,
Model Town ^ Respondents
Delhi.. in both thf OAs

(By Advocate: Sh. Rajan Sharma. through Shrl vlnod
Rat hi)

Q,Ji.J2„E.-R.~CQLCalX '

.y Ely Shanker RajtU fK-O

The issue involved, in both these OAs., is

:  / identical, they are being disposed ot by thla cofcon
~  <

is order-

2. in vls« of the decision of the Apex Court

in union of India & Another Vs. Hohan Pal, etc.,
2002f4) scale 216 wherein it has been held that the
OoPT's scheme of 1993 for accord of temporary status
is not an ongoing Scheme, the claim of the applicants
,,„ho were admittedly not been engaged with the
respondents before the relevant date i.e., 1.9.1993,
they are not entitled for being aooord of temporary
status. However, the claim of the applicants in
engaging them in preference to Juniors and outsiders
on availability of work with the respondents, cannot
be denied to ■them

's. On the issue of re-engagement of the
applicants, I have heard the learned counsel for both
the parties. In view of the aforesaid discussion,
though the applicants are not entitled for accord of



/1" 3.0 /

\

t c I n p o 1 a r y s t a iz u s u n d e r the D o P T . iT;nc uoPr s pcheme of 1993, the
OA is disposed of with a direction to th^

Lion to the respondents
to consider the claim of

tlitt applicants for
re-engagement in - 4, - .n-.w to juniors and outsiders
and on availability of work subier-t to r. .

Je^L to tlie relevant

instructions

Both the OAS are accordingly disposed of
No costs ,4 — ...-..-A.—

^  1 \r-y"''"

(Shanker Raju)
Member(J)


