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Mew Delhi. this thh day of Apiril, 2001 \\
von*ble Shird M.p. Singh, Me mber (&)

Sephni Lal & 48 thers
as per details glven in memo of pdat
v the OA .- Applicants

{By Shri S.L.Hans, adwocate)
VEIrsUS

1. S&creta‘y
Indian council of ngluultU|dl rResearch
Krishi Bnavan, New Dulkﬂl
2. Dir@ct*r(ﬁdmn-i
Indian Agricultura a4l Research Iﬂstltutc
Pusa Complex, MNew Delhi-12 nespondents

o od

{(By Me . Anuradha Priyadarshiﬁi, advocate)

ORDER(oralj
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1. ppplicants, 49 in number, have filed this OA  under

Section 17 of the ﬁdmin1$trative Tribunals act, 1785

aeaking dirac tions to the regpondents o re-engage them

of attendance racord  eto. of such workmen  who had
worked in IARI wWith a‘view o compile seniority list of
Oile.  AS $u¢h ORLE Wnose sarvices were discontinued and
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Who  were trying o gat engagement outsid
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+o  contact  the rersonnel Section of IARI. again  in
14998, respondents  have ‘calléd for particulars of
attendanca e s, empluyma
ooLe  For onward tran&miosluﬂ +o Head Office. when the
applicants Ccame to Know of the raguirement of t

raspondents thay started applying to tha respondents

orayving Tor jssue of attendancs certificates for
submission of applications to Fersonnel Section.

according  to  tne applicants, while respondents had
accepted applications in some Cases, they did not a0 80
in many other Cases. 1t is stated by them that the
reapondents have issu&d directions to the respective

ssctions/Divisions not to issue attendance certificates

and many OPLs have DEen deprived of raceipt of
attendancs cartificates. aggrieved DY this, the have

3. mespondents have contested the Case and have stated
rhat R-2 issusd press notification dated 14.7.73 through

rom DRLs  who
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leading newspapeirs inviting app

hwad  workea at the respondsnt- Institute on casual basis

FHam af DRLs  wo applisea on or wefore this gate 1N
FEsponss o the advertisement together with the

expariancs cartificates wWere included in  a seniority
1ist based on the initial date of engagement. Obviously
mames of the DPLs who did not submit their applications

were  not entered in the seniority list. To this effect
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acknowlaedgements wers jssued to all those OPLs who o had
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time. Since the applicants did not apply for

inclusion of thelr names in the seniority list, their
i Thus

names could not b includad in the seniority list.

thae namaes of the persons wh@m the applicants claim to be

specified period. rRespondents have also stated that at
list, thers 1is
senior DPLs and the seniority

list was preparsd atter considering the names of  DPLs

WO had  submitted their applications within the
specifisd period. Applicants failed to have their names

included
submit the applications in response to the adwvertisement
gLty

and cannot be allowad to take advantage of

thelr own wWirong. Hence  the 0a& is  liable to o
dismissed.

4. Heard the learned counsel for the applicant and
perused the records. 1

5. During the course of the arguments, learned counsel

drew my attention to a catena of
judgements  including the judgement of the Suprems Court

e  case of Central Welfare Board ¥Vs. Ms. Anjalil

& Ors.  J7.1926(8) 8C_ 1. The apex court in this

~asa  has held that "as and when wvacancies would arise,

whose services have been dJdispensed with

will be taken back without following the practice of

requisitioning the namas of candidates from the
amnolovmant  sxchangs. They would be regularised only

posts are available and in accordance with
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the order of seniority’. Learned counsel also. relied \f\

upon  the judgement of the coordinate Bsnch of this
Tribunal in OA No.1365/927 dated 2.10.%7. 0On a perusal
of  this Judgemant I find that the present case is
@& b? thié_judgam@nt- In this cass the
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Tribunal has directed the respondent-IARI to consider
the applicants for re-engagemnent in preferesnce to those

autsiders as casual labours in case work 1s avallable.

rn

5. In wiew of the judgsments cited above, I find it a

Fit case to  issue dirsctions to  the respondents  to

respondsnts  to  consider the applicants for their
re-engagensnt  in  preference  to their  juniors and

outsiders as casual laboﬁra in case work is available.
MHowavaer, 1t may be mads El&ar that the applicants will
not  have any claim for preference over those who have
already been granted temporary status and are working

Rt L. e o o [P - oy .
wWwith the respondents. No costs.
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