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.In the Central Adnministrative Tribunal
Principal Bsnch, Nay Delhi

Regn, Nos,: : o Dates 19,2,19983,
1, RA- 370/92 In | | :
0A-2104/89
Upion.of India | : eese Peotitioners
Shri'Lachman'Dass - _ cvce -RQGDQHd'"t
2,.RA~ 371/92 In
0A-=2112/89
Union of Indig _ | " seae Petitioners
Shri Shyam Sunder " .eee Respondent
3, RA- 372/92 In |
0A-2089/89
Union of India . c-es Petitioners
Shri Gir Raj Singn cese Respondent
For the Petitionars ... Shri N.S. Mehts, Advocate
(Unian of India) : N
For tho Respondent s sese Shri S,C, Juneja, Aéubcato

(Driginal Applicanta)

CORAM: Hon'ble Mr, P.K. Kartha, Vice-Chairman (Judl )
Hon'ble Mr, B.N, Dhaundiyal, Admxnistrativc ﬂembsr.

1, Whether Renorters of lecal papers may be alloued te see
" the judgamsnt?yg -

(Judgement by Hon'ble Mr, P.K.'Kartha, Vic.-Chairhqﬁ) &

These thrae Review Applications have been f;lod by the

Union of India represented by the National Informatice Cantro,

which is tho rsspondent 1n 0. A, Nos,2104/89, 2112/89, and
2089/89, which were dispeesd of by a common Judgoment datsd
30,1,1992, The eriginal applicant s,uho had uorkad 8s casual

labgurers for varfous periods under the rQSpondents, Vere
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B RS aw Biuods geeyd. o - il ‘".""‘ WU an R n e gme ik
o~ "agy tidved: 4hyfthu‘tarmination nf their sanvicno Mo e.fl
“% 27,1 2;1988L  Thisy *had" ch’mad regul&risation ‘af thoi.r
urbicua; ‘Theyl ‘had: au:oged‘t that thg respon;!enta had
R termnated thelr- sorvic:es v:hﬂa retain!qgé t&@elr j;uniore |
and .dﬁsid?ra' ‘in pruﬂananca to th-m. ,Aft;ar go&ng, ‘thrnugh

BTN l'ia r@cm‘ws of #the: . Case aﬁl haa,ping ‘t ha learned co s ol

2.0 1 gy Bothathie partiia. khe. ‘T,nibunal hgld that mt.,ha termina.

e

T8 t«ion, cofirthe 1sirv1caa aoﬁ thn three Q;\pucanta 1n thq aPoro—

ilm. s

gaid: "appLicatixans urg;not loéallya tsustamabll. - ,.A!.:Go_rdingly'?
H o thet impugned a:dexfg of - tarminatiqa dated 26 12g1988 vere )
foussgatogatdan amﬂ qdashod and - thn raspandents vere dirgctsd te
'l*"?‘fc‘f;zriiiﬁs"tat“o‘. t hem: aa:r,cas,.ugi Q.abpa;;. ers within a pnriud of one
mont h ﬁ'um fho' d=a£<lfe»ﬁ ‘t.h.i-.l‘?'m-.i;}p‘t:f:">:gtfctt.‘..'-'ox_'d er..n» - I..n_‘ the
KL P acts ahd *'civcumstaneuu; s u‘:a ;.aso, t.hq Tribunal did not
| dif"hct"“h&mmt of’ btk wdg es: to thqm. It uas fyrther
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2 ’ be ﬂ‘n-écted “Ehat” thm ariginal appli@antq were also to be ‘
v ’i““"i’f*ﬂ’*‘;ﬁ* b%ﬁ‘v'icn_q'sd sdn: sery 1‘4:.;' '“’swl_bng;;-graft»p;ay seeded the serv i‘c es -
vt oficlasudl Y ab;onﬁ’;n-r.,z~-Qr.én§a;:-;an£ .:',lkéhg. «aat‘hgy ratalncd tho _'.ss.ruic as
5 Li'ef perecns-engaged: .:b,-,y‘,,. fxhem ;vgq;ftgg; %;gg7§§_§.|;!g. the qqd er | of' t‘ja_tmi-
SRLE ‘Wabidﬂ. e LT "N 4l Boueaniboaas R L |
x& Sl FRLRE: th re-spondqntg (Union of. Indin) f:l.l od tho rovi ey
18 p st Bt foneron: 28,2199 2, und .asr;ﬁfi;éng,!!e, ?,_939, dat sf?_ /20, 2,1992
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27 varidpiggd ey petit fon 74A all the.thres cases .and, the Registry
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directed that separate revisu petitu'ns should be file
1hﬁoé¢ﬁﬁcasp; * This was’ rocaived by tmevr.sponé@nts on -
. éeﬁbﬁTégz*ahdrthereaﬂter. they filed:: tho umandad revieu

:piﬁiﬁibhfbnﬁﬂqgﬂ1;19g2;. It ‘has been atated in the., amended

=

’"*féV1hU“pi%1tﬂhn7that!bhi‘thmaoxbrhginqlwappkiganteyalong
iR gight‘ ‘gthers uhn vere. similarly :placed, were disengaged

vi“¢fron 77, 12.1993 as v gy ‘had: neot cbmplotod tho-minimum tuo

"é“yoare ‘of contlnuoue survice cnviaagad in hha 04 ﬂat-d 7.6 88

”'ﬁiiﬁédod’by"tﬁe Dapértmsnt o? Pérssnnel-&. Training.‘ Aftor.
R 2 § 1nal ;pglicanto :
disengaging’ “thel thay ave statod that. théy~have: nut -

gaged any frash parsons a%° casual labourara. tThey have

| 3f”alrrzs¢a e* tba€ in’ ‘gase thiey: natd ‘the sorvices\ofmcasUal

”labeurers, thn claim of “the applicants&ﬁorgraglngggempnt

" will be’ con51derad along with athgrs.-uwﬁ R R T D

4 ; R A ““‘Ikn"‘Eﬁb‘-iribun-al":b‘jﬁdgommt.-:vd'at«.d_'-,305.1.1;992, sthe

‘ZTrfﬁunal referred te : MP Nos, 2323/90,; 2391{909{and .x N
€2325/90 in Which ths. origiha1bapp11cants had,qu;ggged that
' the respendwfit’s ‘had: rscruited five perscns ‘as caqual lshourers
“betusen the ﬁéﬁthéﬁéﬁfFlbruafyaandaﬂawfthQQ.-yThOV;had
?1mentibnad the namas ‘of thet pereonsaae raeruitad. 4fhile
\' the taspandents did not dnny having engaged thase parsons
‘::ﬂafter the tcrminatxon of ‘Ehe Satvicos'uf the applicants,
;:their cantontinn Uas that the ﬂaregns 80 rscmuitad Mere

Peit praﬁorubla 0N~ conqidqrations

" of security”to endage’their, | The Tribuhaliobserved that the
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fact that the nwly r:_;b;uficd persons boloriged to the

cat.-gury of Ex-Sorvicam-n, uould not makl any difforanco
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. Be - U| have car-fully gono through thn rocorda of the

- case and hauo heard tho learnad counsal for both ‘the partios.

Tha laarned couneol fer tho nriginal auplicants (rospondente
v : s » 0/ o
“ hornin) argued that nikh the ravinu ;pplicatiens~arq»barrs‘ by

limxtation as thay were not Filod in timc. ‘He® did not,
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houeu-r, dispute the uoreion of tho respondents'that fiva

t

peraans who uere racruited by the Union: oF Indin after
tcrminating tho aervicas of tho origin.1 appliCante, had

Qﬁz’ e boen anpointad on ragular basis after thair nameb Had been

’;1-!

3ponsnred by tho Employmont“Exchang. Por that purposo. In

our opinion, thare 1s a qualitative dlfferenco botuosn

xn

angagdmsnt of casual labourers on the basia"aF”Sﬁnnaorship

by the Employmont Exchang. and apDointmsnt ‘of pcrsons to

e g

i 4 DoTe toe s 7 Q%

GroUp D' osta on ragular basie pursuant Ea “the nﬁmlnations

-t

/-,'»“ . C e } R T T L el Uk .y - R
_&f“' recalvaﬂ from tha Employmant Eichanga. "It m§§“b f at in all
fairness..the case'of tha applicﬁnté'fofTiééﬁféfiﬁ?tien should
" also hava baen considsred along u1th the candidatss sponsored ..

by tha Employmeﬁt Exchango. mThat'qubstfoﬁ‘céﬁnoﬂs@hcuouar, be

gone 1nte uhile adjudicatlng upon “the* revxeu putitzan. The

.

raSpondents havc already ra-tngaged tha upp11cants pur suant

to tho Judgemnnt uf tha Tribuﬁal dated 30, 1 19924. As the
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rcspondants havo ‘now brought to eur notica%thatﬁﬂﬁv- persons

| elonging to tha catoéory uf Ex-Sorvzceﬁen u.re regularly

_ s Af:allou the review application and o
engaged by them artsr termznnting their services;: uo[gocall
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our judgomlnt dated 30 1 1992 and dzract thnt the
atitionora (Unzon of India) ahall continuo to angago _
1”tho origina1 applicanta (rospondants hernin) 80 long aa

they nood tho sorvlcas of caaual labourors and 1n prof.ranc.

voh ’ -
‘ to pnreons uith lessor length of snrvico and outsiders. Ua‘\

furthsr dxract uhat 1n cCase the rospondants decide to £111
p any ragular‘vacancioa 1n tho Group 'D' catagory, tho ’
.fauitabllity of tha original npplicante (raspond.nts hcroin)

-3h°“1d ‘150 be CDﬂsld!red along uith other candidates who ﬁ;>
. . o 7

‘may ba . sponsored by th- Employmant Exchanga. | ln that

event. tha respandonts shall nat insiat en thc names- of the

s,,,

,-orzgingl applicanta (raspondenta) boiﬁg again spansori@

the Employment Exchango if thoir initial angagemsnt vas mad.

2

' ‘aft.r auch eponsorship. Tha respendents ahall alsu givo

to tha original .pplicants ralaxation in agc to, th- then_aw
. } 3 »
“of the sarvico alr-ady rundorud by thom. Th. @As are ;// f
'diapossd of on the abavo linas._ There 0111 be no ordor ae &
.'to costs. | BN
7. Ldt a copy of this ord.r be placed in all the thraa
case figl_as.-
PR S 7 R .\ R
(B.N. Dhuundiy.l)f$ltl f%{iiif;fég”’ (P.K. Kartha
Admlniatrativo Member Uico—thaxrman(au 1. )
(SANJAY SHARMA) *

*  Section Officer :

Central Admmistrauvc Tribunal : C
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