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Ashim. ,Kuniai^jChan__& . „

(By Shri U_.._.SriyasJt.a^^^

applicant(s)

A d vo c^t e)

UERSUS

Union of India & Anr. RESPON DETi TS

(By Shri Advo cate)

CD RAn

THE HON'BLE SHRI S.R. ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

THE HON'BLE aM83C^S!X1Cx/D R. A! VEDAVALLI, MEMBER (J)

1 . To bs reTerr ed to th g Rep orterornot? Yes

2. tjhethar to be oircuiated to other Benches
of the Tribunal ? No

(S.R. ADiGE)
Member (A)
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K

HDN • B LE MR oS oR .ADIGE, MEMBER (A)
HON»BLE DR,AoVEBAVALLI, MEMBER(J).

lAshim Kumar Khara,
S/o Shci Probat Kumar Khan,
r/o c/o Mro RoSo®alhara,
HJ»lo^36, Vill, 8. Post-
Nebrarai, Now Delhi J

2.Sanjavr Sharma,
S/o ShpUma Shankar Sharma^'
R/o 106, . RPS DDA Flats,
Mansarover Park,Shahdara,
H6 w lhl« • • • • • oApplic i

By Shri UoSrivastava,Advocato|

1, Union of India through ^
(GGIjMinistry of Planning & ProgrsEHQ Ibplscsfitpt 11'
the Secretary,
Department of Progranme Implement at ion t
Sardar Patel Bhavan,
New Delhi-^,

2. The Under Secretary,^
Deptto^ of Programme laplementation,
Sardar Patel Bhavan,
Ne w De Ihi R® spon dsnt So

By Shri MoK,Gupta,Advocate,

JUDGMEMT

Bv Hon'ble MrJ SoRoA<^|qe^ Member (A?.

We have heard applicant^' counsel Shri Uji

Srivastava and respondents* counsel Shri ̂ ioKoGupta

2, In so far as the prayer for restraining tha .

respondents from compelling the applicaists to sign

the impugned contract form is concerned, we record

the assurance given by the respondeists* counsel # ty

bar based upon respondents® reply to the OA that ttfiX

U not compel tl» applicants to sign the contractW1



if '

i  '■

Q

forms.

3^ In so far as regular is at ioo of

/  applic^t NOpt( Shri AoKoKhan) is concerned,
regular is at ion can take place only subject to
the availability .of vacancies in acc or dance yyith
ruleso' Furthermore j there is no averment aad©

by ApplicOTt Mop^i that persons similarly situats^j
but Junior to hlsap have been regularised, but
he has be^ e«luded to invite the charge of
discriminationp' Hence no direction can be issued

on this account®^

In so far as the prayer to allov^ ApplJsaat

N0p2 to perform his duties, till work is available^
is concerned, it is evident that the applicsits
were engaged for earmarked work of shortoteroi
duration, and the respondents cannot be compelled
"to retain persons when the work^'load no longer

requires their retentionp Hence this ^ayer also
fails.

5^ This OA is disposed of in terms of what

has been stated abovep^/l/i?

^■^A^jcixp
(DR.A.VEDAVALLI) ( S,R,AD:iaity

member ( J ) CflE^BER (A )
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