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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: PRINCIPAL BENCH

Dricinal Anplication Nao.2776 of 2001

Mew Delhi, thig the r&ﬂkday of August, 2002

HON’BLE MR.KULDIP SINGH,MEMBER(JUDL)

Shri Mochal l.al

8/0 8hri Behari Kingh
R/0 House No.1924
Village Pillantir,
Kotla Muharkpur,

New Delhi. ' ~APPLICANTS
{By Advoecate: Ms. Anu Mehtz)
Veraus

1. Hecretary,
Denartmant of Culture,
Miniatry of Human Hesouraoes &
Development, Shastri Bhawan,
Mew Dalhi.

[\

Director gﬁdministratiﬂn}
Archaeological Survey of indig,
Janpath, New Delhi.

3. Superintendent, AS!

Nethi Cirale,

Satdarjung Tomb,

Mew Delhi. -RESPONDENTS
{By Advaocate: Shri RH.P. Aggarwal)

ORDER

By Hon’ble Mr.Kuldip Singh,Member(Judl)

The sapplicant has filed thias DA seeking the

tollowing reliefsg:-

(i) tasue a2 writ of mandemus or anv anther writ
aof  the like nature directing the reapondents  to  take

steps to regularise the services of the applicant as

2,

£i1}) lasne time hound directinong tao the
respondents te immediately take action on the letter of

the Director {Adminigtratinn) dnted 28.7.95 at the

)
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{iii) Award th

2. The applicant
action of the reapnonden
grant regular
recommendations of

Commisgion for  SO/ST

3. It is further
heen working in
initially as nasual

status &

the BDeputy

and approval

the department for nearly 20

I

e nost of the application.
in thisg QA iz challenging the
ta whereby they have refused to

nstitutional

o him eapite co

definite law in thia regard and despite the

RNirector, Nationsa

letter of DBDirector

submitted that the applicant hasg

ITahour angd since 1993 =25 temporary

gtaff, yet his services hasg not heen regularised till now

on the one pretext or the other and the latest plea ftaken

artment is that he ia overaged hy 2.1/2 vears

whereas respondents have suo moetu made relaxsticon in the

provigions made by the Ministry of

Grievances and Pengion f

aof  laong term casual worker

need o he made in order

hardships and in order to give

work in a permanent past

regularigsation

they Thave anecifin

Pargonnel, Pubhlic
or regularisation and ahanrption

g even if neceszary relaxation

“

to malvage them out of financial

them a fair opportunity to

.. The applicant also pleads in

his support an Office Memo dated #.4.490 an the suhiect of
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4, It  is further submitted that applicant’s case

has agtherwige heen anproved hy the Birector
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deanite applicant’as fulfilling all the eligihili

oriteria, regpondenta have not taken =any -  gteps to

v

5. The iregpnndents have taken a plea that the
spplication is barred by time zince the regularigation
was conaidered  in  the year 1994 itgelf and a2z the
applicant was not regularised 80 he had a cauze of action

OA is harred hy Li

3
D

6. We have heard tha learned coun=el for the

parties and gone through the recnrd of the case.

7. From the perusal of documents annexed with thea

OA, we find that there iz a2 Office Memo dated 21.8.9

F=Y

which is Annexure A-1 vide which the applicant was called
upon to attend an interview for regular appcintmént which
ghows that the applicant was - oconsidered for
regularisation and it is the case of the
himaeslf that he wss found averaged. He made an
plication for relavation on ?Q 219495, Thers ig

another application placed on record by him to clsim

regulariaation and relavation in ace.
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had also issued a letter to the
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Superintendi Archaenln

gy
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Archarological Survey nf

India on 28.7.19495 wherein it was informed that in terms

nf the OM dated 8.4.1991 jigsuned  hy Denartm
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Peraonnel & Training, 8A Delhi Circle i the ocompetent

w

authority to saccord relaxations being the appointing
anthority of Group "0 and "D’ agtaff of Delhi Lircle ao

it s#meems that no sction has heen taken on that and after
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1996 there 18 no correspondence tn thia effect. Thus
from the dacumentsa placed an record it ig clear that the

applicant has not heen regularised and his case had heen

-

ejected being overaged and thet i why the department

had alao taken g plea of limitation when the department

states that when the applicant’s case was considered for
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regularigation, he was not regi a8 he waa found to

he overaged whereas the QA hag heen filaed in 2001. Mo

rejoinder to this counter-affidavit has heen tiled.

9. Though in paragraph 3 aof the application it ig

&

3

tated that the application iz within the nperind of

limitation prescribed but the fact remaing +that the

W

pplicant has not explained as to why when in the

0
D

rlection of 1994 he was nct regularised, he kept =ilent

in. view of these circumstancesa, | am of the considered

opinion that the DA

-
"

harred by time

10. In view of the shaove, QA ig diamigsed on  the

point of limitation. Mo o

ata.

( KULDIP SINGH )
MEMBER(JUDL)




