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Vill & PO Mattan,

Distt. Rohtaky
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S/c Shri Polo Ram,
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MOhammedpur,
R.K.Puram'y
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Shram Shakti Bhauanj,
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Shram Shakti Bhawan)y
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3. ShoHJKeLally

C/o The Dlrectorata General,
of Employment of Trgl
Ministry of Labour, Nirman Bhawan,

New Del hi ++«.Respondents,
(By Advocate: Shri R.N.Singh). ”Z
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ORDER -

SR OAdige, VC(AY:

Applicants impugn respondents! circular dated
9414191 (Annexure-G) and letter dated 18/21410%199
.(Annexu‘re-\l to reply).’_ They seek a direction to
respondents to redetemmine their seniority reckoning

their adhoc casual service as Group *0O' employees and

-{;hereafter to promote them as LDCs with effect from the'

date on uhich'any Group -'D" employee uwhose seniority
is found to be below that of appliecants, was promoted
in LOC. |

2. Applicants had earlier filed DA No.2182/94
claiming identical reliefd As applicants" representation
dated 27.5.194 had not been disposed of by respondents,
and they had approached the Tribunal even 6 months!
prior to the submission of their representation, tte
Tribunal in its order dated 3.8.199 held the OA to be
premature and disposed of the OA with a direction to
respondents to dispose of the original Representation
withim 3 months from thedate of mceipt of order dated
3.8 499

30 In éompliance Qith the aforesaid order dated
348499 respondents have issued their letter dated
184104199 which applicants have challenged in tha

present onf

44 As stated above, applicants in the first indtames
seek rédetemination of their seniority as Group 1!
employees with effect f rom the date of adhoc casyal
service in that category. For instance in para 4,2 of
applicants' OA it is averred that applicent Ne.2 Jai
Prakash Jain was appointed as a c@sual labourer against -
a regular Group 1! post in Aprily1977. He was

-
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appointad to 2 post in Group 1p category on
basis on 1‘&3‘9f§808nd was granted reqular appointment as
a Group ,—"D" employea on 5.12,834 This prayer implies
that Shri Jai prakash Jainy's seniority as a gréup ‘io:;
employes should be antedated from 5412.83 to April, 1977
and on that basis his seniority on promotion as LDC

should also be redetemined,!

_ am ing .
5. In the impugned letter dated 18%10.99 it has been

categorically stated that there is no provision to
count the servi® rendered as @ casual labourer a&s
adhoc worker at the time of regular appointment in
group _-;.D; cdtegory for the purpose of detemmining
seniority in Group "'D.' category';‘i No rule or instruction
wads shoun to us by appiicants' counsel during hearing
u.hiqh pemits such counting of casual/adhoc service

ei therf‘f Furthemorey the cause of ‘action of applicant
Nos2 Shri Jai prakash Jainarose on 5127834 In the
impugned lett er dated 18.”510399, it has been stated

that the eniority list of Group -’D_’ employeSsuas
circulated during 1987 in which applicant“’s seniority vas
shown from the date of their regular appointment, but
none raised any objection at that time<i Thus, in any
case applicants' cause cﬁ" action arose in 1987 and if
they had any grievance in regard to their seniority

they should have raised it at that point of time‘;3

6'  In para 4".310‘01‘“ the OA it has been contendedbhy
applicants that in 1980~81 resgpondents did not consider
eligibility of applicants for their regularisation as
Group 'D' employees and instead appointed Shri Sohan
Singh and othersfrom ocutside as regular Group u’DA'

employee .l Respon®nts in the corresponding par of

- their reply state that Shri Sohan Singh and others

o)
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belong to offices of CLC(C), DLB Chandigarh & Ministry of
Labour ( Main Secretariat), while applicants belong to
DGE‘I;, which is a completaly seperate seniority unit o
There is no categorial denial by applicant in her
rejoinder to this,Sp ecific averment of respondents in
their replysl Thus, this argument does not advance

applicants! claim

74 In the absence of any rule and instructions yhich
mandate respondents to count the cdusel/adhoc service
put in by applicants in Group 3D' ca3tegory a2t the time
of their regular appointment as Group (X employees
'f‘or purpose of determining their seniority in Group ;AD—’
ca tegoryy énd in view of the fact that applicants' cause
of actionarose in 1987, if not earlier, and the 0A

is squarly hit by limitation, we see no good - reasons to
interfere in the same and the ruling in Junejaj's case
1994(27)ATC 273 cited by applicants' counsel does not
advance applicants' claim in the particular facts and
citraumstances of this casef:.‘i The OA is therefore disanisseds

No cos ts“.;j

ool Al

( DR,ALVEDAVALLI g | (S.R.ADICGE )
MEMEER (2 VICE CHAIRMAN (R) ..

[ua/




