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central administrative tribunal,
principal bench

NEV/ DELHI

C.P. NO. 67/93 in
b.A. NO. 2306/90

New Delhi this the llth day of' May, 1994

OCR-am ; ' .

THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE V. S. MALI/viAIH , CHAIRM/\N

IHE HON'BLE MR. P. T. THJRUVENGADA/vI, MEMBER (a)

Shamshei Mian S/0 Salamat Miart
Labourer, R/0 RZ-30.F, Gaii No',24,
Indra Park, Pa lam Colony,
Ne w De Ih i. Pet it ioner

By Advocate Mlrs. Pankaj Bala Verma

Versus

Mlrs. Fahmida Begum,
Director, Bureau of
promotion of Urdu,
ll/est Block-I, .
R.-K. Pur am, '
New De Ih i. ...

By Sr. Advocate ShriP. H. Ramqhandani

Respondent

OR D E R (ORAL)

Shr.i Justice V. S. Mlalimath - ,

The complaint in this case is about the violation

of the directions issued in 0.A.2306/90. The direction

therein is that the respondents should consider the

case of the petitioner for re^;pgagetiBnt and in due

course for regular isat ion in accordance with the "

scheme to be prepared by the Department of Personnel

and Training having regard to the length of service

put in by him as casual labourer. No scheme as such

was there on the date on whicn; the judgment was

rendered. we are informed that the scheme was

prepared subsequent ly wh ich , inter alia, provides

for reengagement and regular isat ion of those wh o were
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in service as on l.Q iqq-;} .
'  -1.^.1993. As the petitioner washot rn service on that day, he did not qualify for

reengagement and reguiarisation of his service in
accordance with thp

The learned counselthe respondents says that the petitioner has

-3ed to de on the rolls for service fr. the ye.onwards, "ence . it fs not possihle to ta.e the
View that there is any violation of die direction of
e Tribunal, as the petitioner would have been

ioongage^ent and reguiarisation only if

,  With the scheme. As
r  —dance with the sche.ethe question cf. reepgage^ent or reguiarisation does

notarise, "once, no action under the Contempt of
Courts Act is called for in+u

in these proceed ings.
2. S^tip.H.aaa.handani, learned counsel fcr the
tjpondent, however, sut»itt«i that there Ts^s-oUrob"

d water.sn, and if die pet it ioner is willi^ to ta.e
the sa.e. It could be Offered to hot. There is no
900d reason .diy the petitioner Should not accept it
pmicularly because otherwise he has no right to '

any rights ageinst the respondent. Tf thepatitioner .d<.s not accept the J ob offered to hi» within

thar will not makethat offer either.

3. These proceedings are dr<),ped.
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^  Mali.ath,
/as/ Chairman


