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IN tHE CEKIB/^ ADMXNISmnVE TRIBUt^^
PUNSZPAL BErCH/ fEW DBUil

OA 1617/89 and 1618/89 Data of dacisioni22»8.1990^

(1) OA 1617/1989

Shrl Dhanesh Chand & Others '•••Applicants

• VSf#'

Delhi Administration & Another*••Respondents

(2) OA 1618/89

Shri jabir Singh & Another V««Applicants

VSW

Delhi Administration & Another •Respondents

For the Applicants in (1) a (2) ^^^iss Ponaa Aggarwal,
Coisistl

For the Respondonts in (1) & (2) (|*i4bnt

CORAMi

THE tKJN'BLE MR, KARTHA, VICE CHAlimN(j)

THE HC»N«BLE MR. D.K, CHAKBAVORTY, AI3MINISTRATIVE MEMBER

JUDGMEMT

(of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble ttiTi D*K&
Chakravorty» Adoinistrative Member)

The applicants in these two applications have worked

as C««ual Labourers In the office of the respondents and their

grievance pezteiqs to terminatioh of their services by verbal

orders. It is proposed to deal with then in a conanon

. judgMentl.'

2v The appUcants in OA 1617 of 1^ have worked as Malis

on daily rated basis till their services •f'rzainatsd by
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Vi •

verbal orders on 1%6*1989. Three of thea had beeji

e^dged in January, 1989, one in February, 1989 end five

in March* 1989. They have alleged that there is need for

engaging casual Labourers in the office of the respondents

and that their juniors have been retained in service while

teminating their services,

~ 3. The applicants in OA 1618/89 are working as Works

Assistants on daily rated basis in the office of the
-.f; '"c.r.r-•••-•.•••• •,

respondents^ The first applicant worked from 5f«7il988 while

the second applicant worked from 10$2*1989 and continue to

work till their services were texminated by verbal orders

on Iili8il989« They have also alleged that there is enough

work in the office of the respondents and that their

services have been dispensed with while retaining their

juniors in service*

4« ' The: applications came up for emission on 1S*&>1989
' i -v -A/y:^iaO -'ai-'ii "iO- ••••" 'j '--5 • •• •

when notices were directed to be issued to the respondents^^
•i!

Despite service of notice on them and gi^dng several

opportunities to them to file their cQunter-affidavits, the

- respondents did not iffter appearance or file countex>»

'affidafvtts^

5. After htaring the leasBied.counsel ®f the applicants

agoing through the reotrds of the ease carefully, We ere

" of the opinion that the applicants are entitled to succeed
.f ©iS;^XI:

oh the ground that tezmination of their servicei^ while

retaining their juniors in servic^ is not legaily

Y,.^ Balliappa,;w9 s6c(us} 39)|'
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I' In « batch of similar cd$«s which has bMn
i'--rzd-si ---u ' ••, - •'̂ •- •

disposed of by this Tribunal in its Judgment datod 17f48$-1990»

tho rtspondonts have considered the recent decisions of

the Supreae Court containing directions to the respondents

to prepare a scheme for regularisation of the Casual

Labourers in the Horticultural Department (Vide CA 1745 of

• 1988 and connected matters - Rajinder Goel and others vs»^

Delhi Administration & Others)•
y '-lusi vvisStiOv|a^f%

75 In the light of the above, we order and direct that

the respondents shall reinstate the applicants in service

fzoii 1^*1989^ In the facts and circumstances of the case, ''

we do not pass any order regardir^ payment of back wages to

them« After their reinstatwiint, the respondents shall

consider the suitability of the applicants for regularisation

in accordance with the schm to be prepared by them

; --:5--;rr:7=Ti

# pursuant to the judgment of the Supreme Courtf^ They shall

also be paid wages at the rate of l^«750/- per month plus

allowances till the date of their regularisation* The

respondents shall comply With the abovo directions within

« period of one month from the date of communication of a
:'-r• ' ;• ' , :v ' V\,

eopy^f this orderl

Ther« will be no order es to costs'i^

Lot a copy of this order be placed on both the ease

filas,.-"- -:-v:.

; ::y^\^ '̂ t3jQ... ay Ifr» a»lllMAM[J) ^
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