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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL )
PRINCIPAL BENCH jél’

0.A.ND.1073/94 ///
Hon®ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, Vice-Chairman(3)

New Delhi, this 11th day of December, 1996

1. Shri Chander Pal Singh

S/o Shri Gulab Singh
RZ-826/A, Puran Nagar
Palam Colony

NEW DELHI - 45,

2. Shri Suresh Kumar

s/o Shri K.D.Diwedi

67/108, Sector 3, Type-C

DIZ Area, Ramakrishna Ashram Marg
Gole Market

NEW DELHI,

3. Shri Tara Prasad

s/o Shri Jhabindra Prasad
Sector ¢, House No,605
R.KePuram

NEW OELHI,

4, Smt, Shakuntala Devi

W/o Shri Raj Pal
HeMo, T 175 -
01d Nagal, Delhi €antt.-10.

5. Smt Maya Devi

(8

1.

2,

W/o Shri Hari Chand
Nagal Dairy, Gurgaon Foad
NEW DELHI - 37,

Shri Ashok Kumar
s/o Shri Bhool Singh
26/4, Jacub Fura
Gurgaon

Shri Mohinder Sinch
s/o Shri Rattan Lal
Village Nagal Devat
Gurgaon Road

New Delhi - 37,

Shri Vasudev Prasad
s/o Bideshi Prasad

0-2/1, Shajahan Road ‘
NEW DELHT = 11, ee. Applicants

y None)

Vs,
Union of Indis through
Secretary, Ministry of Finance
North Block, New Delhi,
Asstt, Collector{Admn.)

Air Customs
IGI Airport, New Delhi,
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ba 3. Addl, Collector (Admn.)

Lo L [ Air Customs

; , IGI Airport ~ B
A NEW DELHI, R

4, Addl, Collector
Air Cargo Unit
IGI Airport e
NEW DELHI, S

5. Addl, Collector (P&V)
Central Excise & Customs
Collectorate
Customs House, CR Bldg.
NEW OELHI, s Respaongants

(By Shri R,R.Bharati, Advocate)

. O R DER (Oral)

L O The applicants eight in number wers deploy&é
on contingent basis on various dates commencing frem th‘ev
year 1988 onwords, for casual work in the Customs Cliuis l:’*
at Indira Gandhi International Airport. They are gtill
4o continuing as.Casual Labourers., Their grievance is that
: though they have been ssrving for several years on ¢asuzl.
basis, they are not being considered for reqularisstion’ u" '
Group ‘D' Posts, The applicants have alleqged that ihe pfwniu - ‘l.,
who were having lesser length of service than tho _pplioa@?.:;
have since been regularised on Group D' Posts and the a"“,m;“
O ‘ o

on the part of the respondents in not granting thes the samo .. -

iy

benefit is violation of Article 16 of the Constitution o7

India, The respondents refute the aliegaticns con the gra\ﬂﬁ
that the contingent labourers were not deployed with the
permission of the competent authority, that they yose nc,‘t.'r’
sponsorad by the Employment Exchange and that thero i3 3 |
complete ban on engagement of daily wagers. They Fui‘rthag{?
contend that in accordance w ith the instructicna of Beggbf‘wnﬁ
¢ o ’ of Personnel & Training, the scheme for grant of tszm;.omfy’

status and regularisation of Casual Mazdoors canngt be

extendsd to those who are not sponsored by the Ei‘;}pl{gy(gg:’;ﬁf:ﬁyf_}:{

Contd., %9 03":’ ‘
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2; 1 have gone through the pleadings and mater fals™
record. 1 have also heard the learned counsel for rESpﬁﬂdaﬁtS,nf
Though, 1 déé;ot have the privilege of hearing the isarned
counsel for the applicants in as he did not attend, on o
careful scrutiny of the plead;ngs and the materials availihie"‘f fn:}t;
on record, 1 am of the considersd view that the contention of ‘
the respondents that the applicants were not deployed by ™e

competeﬁt authority has only to be rejected, A letter galed .
13.4.1992 of the Assistant Collector{Admn.) pleced at grgn

No.11 of the DA shows that nine contigent casual labourom incZgﬂiﬁg
the applicants ware deploysd by the competent authority; Hoﬂray,~.f”
it is futile to content that the deployment was withocut tho - -;:f
approval of the compstent authority, The contentions %ﬁ;t tho |
applicants were not sponsored by Employment Exchange and f%§;$§g§¥2{§i 
they are not entitled to the scheme also has no force heezu-o : S
the competent authority had dseployed them, 1t should be /PY&N“”-'{*;
prestried that the deployment was asper rules and inatrﬁntiaﬁ§ 1;231:
andfzké/gpplicants were not qunsored-by employment sxcha~ne o

the requirement qust be deemed to have beene¢aived_asgxciggiy‘f

as the applicants have continued for such & long time, 1

am, therefore, of the considered visw that as the apnlieesnts

have continued for such a long time, having completed oo {h§§

240 days in esch ysar, they cannot be denied the benefit g? 1&3  :;;~\ .
scheme for grant of temporary status and regularisation, Iyen iffﬁﬁgf:‘
applicants were not sponsored by the empleyment exchangs, cnc0 ff'

they were daployed .by the .compstent authority it sheuld be

deemed that the sponsorship by smployment exchangs has beon wéi%gagfzé

in this case for the reascn of scarscity of suitable parscna,

3, In the conspectus of the facts and c ircums tancasz,
thé application is disposed of with a direction to resgondznta f,é‘-,i

to consider the applicants for grant of temporary status
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- and for regularisation on Group 'D' posts in their tum
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as and when the vscanc ies arises, There is no ozder

as to costs,

Dated, the 11th Decembsr, 1996,

(R.V.HARICASANY
VICE.CHAIRMAN( J)
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