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CRAV : ) _ .
' THE HONBLE MR. JUSTEE V. S. MALIMATH , CHAIRMAN
THE HON'BLE Mi. P. T. THIRUVENGADANM, MEMBER (A)

Shamsher Mian S/0 Salamat Mian,

Labourer, R/O KZ-30.F, Gali No.24,

Indra Park, Palam Colony,

New Delhi. - e e Pet it ioner

By Advocate Mrs, ‘Pankaj Bala Verma

versus

Mrs, Fahmida Begum,
Director, Bureau of
Promotion of Urdu,
West Block-I,

R. K. Puram,

New Delhi, .o Respondent

By Sr. Advocate shri P. H. Ramchandani

"
"

O R D E R (CR.?AL)

shri Justice v S. Malimath = |

The eomplaint in this casé is about the vioclation
of the directions issued in C.A.2306/90. The direction
therein is that the reSponde'ntS should consider the »
case of the petiticner for ree;mageqent and -in due
course for regularisation in accordance with the °
scheme to be prepéred by the Department of Personnel
and Training having regard to ;che length of service
put ‘in by him as casual labourér. NO scheme as -such
was there on the date on which: the judgment was
rendered., We are informed that the scheme was
-prepared ‘subsequent ly wh ich, inter alia, provides

for reengagement and regularisation of those who were
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iq‘service as 0n 1.9.1993, s the petitioner was
not in service on that day, he did not qualify for
reéngagement and egularisation of his service in

accordance with the Said scheﬁme. ' The learned Cdunsel

Ceased to'be on the rolis for service frop the year
1986 onwargs, Henc-e, it_ is not possible to take the
view that there ig any violation of the direct ion of
the Tribunal, as the Petitioner would have been
entitled to T'ee ngagement ang regulérisat ion only if
he had qualified in acc ordanceji with the scheme, As
he did not qualify in accordance with the scheme .
the question of reepngagement Or regularisation does

not arise, Hence, no action under the Contempt of

Courts Act is called for in these praceed ings,

2, shri p. H, Rémchandani, learned counsel far the
: Vs‘i\w(\‘f‘"*n—‘
Tespondent, h owever , submitted ‘that there is somelj ob
of ga Waterman, and if the petitioner is willing to take

the same, it coulq pe offered to him, There is no

' good reason wWhy the petitioner should not accept it,

particularly because otherwise he has no right to

claim ény rights against the res'pondent. If the ‘
petitioner .doas ot accept the j'ob of fered to him within
a8 week fram this date, the TeSpondents will not make
that offer either, o

3. These procaed Ings are dropped,.
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{P. T. Th lruvengadanm ) ‘( Ve S. Malimath )
Me mber (4) ; Chairman




