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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL •
N E W D E L H I

O.A. No. 2360/90
T.A. No.

DATE OF DECISION 10.5>1991

3hri Rishi hai Petitioner

Shri B.N. Bharaaya Advocate for the Petitionef(s)

Versus

U.Q«I. trhouqh the Secretary, Respondent
Min. of Intoimation 8. Broacicasxing a Others

3hii L.G-. Ghadha. Accounts Advocate for the Respondent(s)
Officer

GORAM

The Hon'ble Mr. P.K. K'̂ vRTHn, VICE GHhIRI^N(J)

The Hon'ble Mr. B.N. DHOUNDIYAL, ADMINISH-ATIVH Iv'iiMBER

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? (V^
.3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?j
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

(of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble Mr. P,K, Kartha,
Vice Ghairman(J))

The- grievcJnce of the applicant who is working ss a

casual labourer in the office of the respondents relates to

the termination of his services by verbal orders on 31,10,1990.

The applicant has pra-yed for a direction to the respondents

to foraulate a feasible policy/scheme of absorption pertaining
*

to casual labourers as has been done in a number of other cases

by the Kon'ble Supreme Court as well as this Tribunal and to

direct them to give all consequential benefits to the applicent

after he has been absorbed retrospectively as his junior is

enjoyibg/has been engaged with effect from l.li 1990
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2. On 16,11,1990^when the application came up

for admission, the Tribunal passed an interim order

directing the respondents to consider engaging the

applicant as casual labourer, if vacancy is available,

in preference to his juniors. On 30.11.1990, the

representative of the respondents appeared before

us and stated that there was no vacan-cy to accomrrodatG

the applicant and that no junior had been engaged in

the office in v/hich the applicant h£d v^flDrked earlier.

3. The facts of the case in brief are tnat the

applicant was initially engaged as casual labourer in

the office of respondent No.3(Assistant Controller of

Accounts, pay a Accounts Office, Shastri Bhawan, New

Delhi) on 16.5,1990 and he continued to work as such

till 31,10.199D'« He was disengaged on 31.10,19X.

The applicant has alleged that one 3hri Deepak Sharina

was also engaged 3 or 4 days after he was engaged and

•that ihri Sharma was also disengaged on 31.lO.19SO.

Ho-,«ver, on 1.11.1990 Shri -Shariiia was reengaged,
ignoring the'preferential claims of the applicant who
has longer period of service.

The respondents have stated in their reply that
the applicant was engaged as a casual labourer for

filling water in coolers. He v^s'engaged from .6.5.i9?o
to 24.5.199D and froE 1.6.1990 to 31.io.i990. Thus the
total period of service rendered by him is only >C5
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at the end of summer season, the applicant was disengagec

from 1,11,1990. . y;'hen petty uvork of casual nature arose

in the office, he was reengaged for 2 days for 3.11.1990

and 9.11.1990.

5.- As regards the engagement of Shri Deepak Gharca

as casual labourer, the respondents have stated that

he was engaged in the office of the second respondent

(Chief Controller of Accounts, principal Accounts office,

Tropical Building, »H' Block, Connaught Circus, New Delhi)

for filling water in coolers from 21,5.1990 to 31.10.199^,

H« vADrked for a total period of 110 days. At the end of

the summer season he was also disengaged with effect from

1,11'«1990. it appears that ,3hri Sharma was again engagec

for shifting some records for a further period of 13 days

from .l.lia990 to 27.11,1990.

6. The respondents have stated that there are no

regular posts in which the applicant could be accoirariodated.

7. • . have gone through the records of the case

and have considered the rival contentions. The applicant

having worked only for a period of 108 days, does not

fulfil the requirements for regularisation in a Group Qs

post in accordance with the relevant administrative

ins Lruc tj.ons issued by the Department of Peisonr.el g.

Training. The only limited right he enjoys is Lhat he he c
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preferential claims over juniors in the matter -i

engagensnt as casual labourer, if and vvhen hjg:' j.

for such engagements Shri Deepak Sharma .vho ic ;

to be the junior of the applicant is not con,:in ,•

in service according to the version given by ;,p..

respondents in their counter-affidavit* We

reason to disbelieve the same,

S, In the facts and circumstances of th;- c ;;

the application is disposed of at the adrniss.-or'

itself with the direction to the responoants th' .

ca se they need r he serviee s of ca sua 1 la bouri.s^ :

case of the applicant should also be considej--c '

regard to the length of service put in by bin,

casual labourer in their office,

Theie will be no order as to costs.

X/i, 1
(S.N. EHOUNDIYAL) , (P.)C. : '
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