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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. PRINCIPAL BENCH

0. A 1322 nf/ 98

New Delhi this the /é dav of March, 19%3
HON  BLE MR. K. MUTHUKUMAR, MEMBER (&)

1. : Shri Krishan Pal
Sio Shri Jugal Kishore
R/o 36412, Pushpa Vihar,
Sector-1. M.B. Road,
Saket,
New Uelhiw110 017,

Z. Shri Nav Ratan Singn
S/0 Stri Dharam Singh
n’/(.) 1147, Sector VIi,
Pushipa Yinar,
Saket,
Hew Delni-~110 017, L. LApplicants

By Advocate Shri T.C. Aggarwal.

. Versus
Union of India through
the Secretary.
Ministry of Food Processing Industry,
August Krantl Marg,
New Deltii, . . Respondents,
By Advocate Shri D.S. Jagotra.

ORDER

Applicants seek grant of temporary status wilh

effect from 1.9.1993 in view of the fact that they ware

U
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initially engaged in 1988/89 and thelr engage WHL

illegally terminated by verbal orders. It is &lso alleged

in the application that some of their juniors were retained
in service. The applicants contend that they had fulfilled

the conditions for agrant of temporary status in accordance

with the Scheme applicable to the respondents-department
for grant of temporary status and regularisation of the
aervice._ It is stated that as per the Scheme, the
applicants had rendered more than 206 davs of service and

are elligible for grant of Lenporary status.
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Z. The  respondents 1in ﬂheir counter-reply have
denied that the applicants were in Government service ms an
1.9.1993 when the Scheme came into effact, They, however,
admit that the applicants were engaged for sometime on
Z28.10.88 in respect of applicant No. | and on  25.9.89 in
résoect of applicant No.Zz. They, however, point out that
the applicants were disengaged on 13.9.89 and 17.5.199)
respectively and on  the basis of the direction of tie
Tribunal on the spplications filed by them (0A No. 2341 of
1983 in respect of applicant No.1 and 0A Mo. 21272 of 1990
in respect of applicant Ne.,2), they were re-engaged on
27.5.1994 in respect of applicant No.1 and on 28.12.94 in
respect of applicant NO.Z;J Tt is aleo stated hy the
respondents  that they have been engaged and are working

continuously till date.

3, There is no  dispute about the Tact of

plicants from the aforesaid dates in

o

reFengagement of the a
December, 1994, The respondents, however, assert that the
applicants would have no case for grant of temporary status
w, e, T, 1.9.1993  as claimed by them in the application @
they were not in <ervice on the relevant date when the
-Scheme came into beinag.

4, I have heard the learned counsel for the parties

and have perused the record.

5. As  per the Scheme for grant of temporéary status
annexed as  Annexure R-1 to tihe counter-reply, it is steted

that the aforesaid Scheme for the grant of temporary status
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had come into force w.e.f. 1;9,1993. It. therefors,
implies that casual labourers engaged on or after 1.9.19%3
would be governed ny this Scheme, Admittedly, the
applicants were re-engaged w.e.f. 26.12.94 and Z8.17.94%
respectively and were also stated to be continuing in
service as casual labourers till date. In the light of
this, they are clearly governed by the aforesald Scheme.
However, applicants were digengaged from service as casual
labhourers in September, 1989 and 17.5.1991 respectively.
It is only én the basis of the direction of the Tribunal
they they were re-engaged on 26.12.94 and 28.12.8%4
respectively. In the light of this, fhey will not be
eligible for grant of temporary status w.e.f. 1.9.1993, as
claimed in  this application. They would, howsver, = be
entitled to grant, of tempor&ry status from Z6.1Z.%4 in

respect of applicant No.l1 and 28.12.94 in. respect of

3
applicant Mo.2Z. as they are stated to be still continuing
in service as casual labourers. The applicants have

referred to <ome of the Juniors who are continued even

though the applicants were disengaged. From the details of

the juniors ogiven in the respondents reply, I do not find
any irregularity. During the hearing of the case ana after
hearing the counsel Tor the parties the following order was

recorded: -

"After hearing the matter for sometime, learned
counsel for applicants very clearly submits after
consutlting with applicants thet although the praver in
the application if for grant of temporary status with
effect from 1.9.1993, applicants will be satisfled if

the respondents  consider them granting temporary
status at least from the date of their re-engaygement,
1.e. 26.12.94. fapplicant No.1) and 78.12.79%¢
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'f‘i {applicant MNo.2) and taking into account the previous
service they  have done. Therefore, the learned
counsel prays that the case may bhe adijudicated on that
basis. "

&. ' In the light of tne above, this application i<
= S allowed to the extent that rhe applicants are eligible to
be governed by the Scheme Tor grant of temporary status as

¢
provided in the Casual Labourers (Grant of Temporary Stetus
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and Regularisation) Scheme of Government of Indie. 1993 and
accordingly the respondents are directed to grant temporary
status w.e.f. 26.12.1994 in respect of aspplicant No, ) and
w.e . f.  28.12.1934 1in respect of applicant No.?Z subiect to

thelr otherwise being eligible under the aforesaid Schieme.

There shall be no order as to costs.

THUKUMAR )
MEMBER (A}

Ralkesh
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