
r IN THE CENTRAL aDMINISTRaTIUE TfilbUNAl

PRINCIFAL BENCH

OA 2456/95

nA 1682/96

Neu Delhi this the 13th day of February, 1907

Hon'ble Smt.Lakshrai Suarainathan, Clamber (0)

SmtsSumarti Devi
u/o Sh.Sufchan Singh,
R/O 11 A» Teen ClurtiClarg, N/Oelhi-ll

(■<9!

(By adv/oCats Sh, U.Sriv/astav/a

Vs, .
1, Union of India through

the Secretary, Plinistry of Defence,
Gout,of India, Delhi,

2, The Under Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
Gout,of India, Neu Delhi,

(Plrs, Surabul Rizui Khan )

O ♦ Applic ant

RespondshtI

0 R 0 E R (ORalI

Applicant is aggrieved by the ordcjr datod '

14»8o95 issued by the respondents rejecting hsr rdpuest

for confirming heyseruices Jith the flioistry, Sho has

also sought a direction to the respondents to rsgulariss

her seruicas with all consequential benefits,

2* Heard both the learned counsel for tho parting ■,
and perused the pleadings and material on record, Frorcs t.iCf

copiss of the representations made by the applicant in

1968 and 1939, it is evident that the applicant had uor' pij

as Sweepar with a number of other persona bodidas tho thcP, '
iDefence dinister, Shri KoCoPSot during tha relevant poriod^

3. Respondents haue filed their reply in ich
have stated that Shri k,C,Pant, Raksha Plantrl had engaged
the applicant as daily wager at her residence u, e, f,

18,4,1987 to 31,1,90 and during that period the raspondGP?"
haua paid her wages. They have further submitted that tho ' =
engagement of the applicant as daily wager at the rosidcfica

of the then Defence Minister ygs purely on cq-tGrminuo
basis i,e, so long as Shri Pkint continuesLao Dofsnco
Minister, These facts also appear to be borne out



by tha applicant's out, tsprssantation uheraiQ It i3 '
■ f

/.

stated that she had uorked uith Plrs 3.3.Q.' Souza for o pstlpd
□ f tup years and thereafter for one year ulth a,ar «cfc,iJsi I
y.N.lnaedar. It is also seen from the copy of tha r epro-^ant at sit
Of the applicant dated 15.7.95, that she/fe^ u«kod uUh the i
then Oefence Minister free 1.10.85 to 31.3.90 en daily uegas ! :
uithout any break. uharaas in the representation dated 2<i.5.9S, ! '
she has submi-.ted that she had ootked u.e.f. 1.10.35 to 27,10,&
These are in~consistant statements, further .nothing has been
placed Oh record to shou that the applicant uas apnointad ea '
Sueapar in the personal staff of the then Defence TUolstnr
Shri K c.steot u.e.f. 18.4.1987 to 3.12.89. fieapondcnts hoso
also taken the objection that this application is tioo barred. '

above facts andcircumst anc as, I find no
merit of this application and it is accordingly disolssod.
No ordar as to costs, t I

^ru
(Smt .Lakshmi SusninatTTany"'"^

Rsitbar (3)
sk


