
-APPL!CANT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: PR INCI PAL BENCH
nririinal App' No ?9Q of 2000

New Delhi , this the 22nd day of Decennber, 2000
HON'BLE MR.KULDIP SINGH,MEMBER(JUDL)

Shr i Ganesh Sharan Sharrna
S/o Shri Gopa) Saran Sharma
R/o C/o Shri Shanker Sharnia
Kanieshwar Mahadev Mandi s
Sector-V! I ,R.K.Puram
New De i h i

(By Advocate: Shri S.C.Saxena,'

Versus

The Secretary ^
Ministry of Urban Deve1opment a
EmpIoymen t,
Government of Ind i a, ^ ^
Nirman Bhawan.New Delhi

e  The Director Genera! of Vvorks
C.P.W.D.,N i rman Bhawan
New DeIhI

3  The Super i ntend Ing Eng i neer(E)
DCEC VI !, GPWD East Block
R.K.Puram,

New Delhi

4. The Executive Engineer(E). ED IX
G.P.W.D. ,Eas t B1ock,R.K.Puram
New DeIh i

\0

-RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate: Mrs.F.K.Gupta)

n R D E R(ORAL)

Bv Hon'hle Mr.KuIdio Sinoh.Member(Judi)

The appl icant submits that he was init ial ly

appointed for a period of one month as an Enquiry Clerk

on ad-hoc basis on 10.8.92. According to him, his

services have been continued from time to time without

interruption which shows that the respondents required

his services and that his services were also-

sat i s factory. He further submi ts that respondents should

be restrained from terminating his services and that he

should be regularised in service.
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2. ! ne

con t rovert i ng

submitted that

respondents have fi iod their reply

the above stand and they have also

since the appl icant was engaged on

contract basis, this Tribunal has no Jurisdiction. They

have submitted that the ap-p- 1 icant was appointed by way of

a  work order on contract basis as Enquiry Clerk in 1992.

They further suboiit that as per the Recru i tment Rules,

the enqu i ry clerk has to be appointed f f oni p-er sons who

qual i fy through Staff Selection Commission. However, the

respondents have not denied that they hao coiiti iiueo ihe

se.''vices of the app- 1 icant ti l ! date.

3. i r: t.he above facts and c i rcuffis tanoes of the

case and after having considered the pleadings and

submissions made by both the learned cou.nsel , i t is

appai'eht that the responde.nts have con t i .nuous I y e.mployed

the appl ica.nt as Enquiry Clerk "w . e . f . 10.3. 92 without

any break. There are no averments mads by the

respondents that his services are not sat isfaoto'y. i it

the c i rcu.ms tances, therefore, if the respondents need to

emp1uy a person as Enquiry Clerk, they sha! onsider the

app' i i can t s case f or' r^egu »ar i sa t i ori i .n aocoj'oanue w i th

the re Ievant ruIes/i ns t rue t i ons, i nc1ud i ng the

el igibi l ity conditions, as prescribed in the rules.

n A 3 t a i"! d 3 isposed of with the above

rsc-1 i ons . No cos t s

d i riesf!/

( KULDIP SUJGH )
MEMBERCJUDL)


