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vx cprN^'lle^s^
,ew Delhi this the 2hd da. of FeSroary.2000

*■ r-a \/ RaiagopaT^ Raddy, (J)
rn'bll Srs. Shanta Shastry, Member (A)
Shri Amar Singh
S/o Shri Faran SinghR/o C-4, LNJP Hospital ,
New Del hi .

Shri Vinod Kumar
S/o Shri Hari Prasad
R/o 172, Andrews Ganj,
Road No. 4, New Delhi. Applicants
(By Advocate: Shri Surinder Singh)

Versus

Union of India through

The Medical Superintendent,
G.B. Pant Hospital ,
New Delhi-110 002, . .Respondent

(By Advocate: Shri Vijay Pandita)
nRDFR (Oral)

Ry Raddv. J.-

This application is filed for
implementation of the judgment of the Tribunal in

y  NO. 2689/96 dated 25.9.97. A direction was
given to consider the case of the applicants in
preference to outsiders and those with overall

'  lesser length of past service whenever -future
vacancies of casual labourer arise. It is the
case of the applicants that several vacancies, have
arisen and the respondents have also appointed
other people in the vacancies ingonring the claim

D

of the applicants and violating the order of the
Court.
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2  in the counter respondents submit
.nat as no vacancies of casuai iabounen arose the
.ppiioants couid not be considered and it is aiso
seated that there is a ban on en.a.ement of cas ai

^  It, is further stated that if the
labourers.

fnr a regular post, they can beapplicants apply for a regui
4- Q^'Fai Kararnchari

^  -For the post of baraiconsidered for cne m

.ursing orderlies which are regular post,. It .s
siso submitted that the respondents have sentintimation M the applicants to work during the

•  a hut they have not responded,strike period but tney

T  ̂3. in viewcfthe plea taken by the
applicants that respondents had violated the order

the court, we have converted the OA sue moto
into contempt Petition and notice issued to the
nespondents. The respondents in response to the
notice file4 the counter to the C.P.
counter it is also stated that the respondents had

j  hhorp w©r© no vacanciss
not violated the order as there were

.for the post of casual Labourer.

4. AS it is stated that the postA of

Safaikararnchari and Nursing Orderlies are regular
post.and as there is only a direction by the court
that the applicant should be considered for the
post of casual Labourer, the respondents have not
considered the case of the applicants in the
vacancies that arose in those posts. The plea
that others have been appointed as Casual Labourer
appears to be not correct. They were considered
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,  ̂®9ular vacancies of
, Nursing Orderlies in responseSafaiKara.cnari and Nursing

,Neir applications to tnose post .

5  in the circumstances, it cannot
is any violation of the order of

said that there is any

the Tribunal.

It is, however, open
applications whenever the

spplicants to ma

ider their applications in accordanceshould consi dear that as
It is, however, made clearpnises in the post of casual

and when any vacancy considered
the applicantA should beLabourer th government on

tn any ban by t.newithout Reference to
t Of the casual Labourer.

the appointment

issued to the alleged contemner isZcharged

Notice

k..C^
(Mrs. Shanta

Member (A)

(V. Rajagopala Reddy)Vice-chairman (.JJ
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