
CElTOvAL ADMMSTEIAIIVE TRIBUNAL

PPJNCIP.4L BENCH

GANo.3079/2004

Tv'LAl 2588/2004

New Delhi this the 24'"'̂ day ofDecember, 2004

Hon'ble Mrs-. Pvleera ChMfeber, Member

.1. Maiige Rani S/0 Sh.Braliani Singh

2. Dhaiam Das S/0 Sh.Saw'at Ram Singh

3. Subhasii Cliand S/o Sh Kalu Ram

4. Suresh Pal S/0 Shri GangaRam

5. Dharamveer Singh Saini S/0 Sh.Dalel Singh

6. Ram Gopal S/0 Braliam Singh

?. Sher Singh S/0 Sh.Bharmal

8. Pi'aveen S/0 Sh.Balke Lai

9. Rajpal Singh S/0 Sh.Shyam Singh

10. Ms.UshaD/0 Sh.Charan Singh

11. Ms.Sakmit.laD/0 Sh.Charan Singh

(All the applicants have been serving mth
the respondent No.3 as casual labourers andail ai^e the
R/0 Vill.PabarsaPO Daurala, Meerut (UP)

(ByAdvocate U.Srivastava)

VERSUS

Union of India through

1. Tlie Secretary,
Indian Counsel for Agricuitm-al Reseai'ch,
through its Secretaiy,
Ki'ishi Bhawan, New Delhi.

2. Tlie Project Director,
Project Directorate of Cropping System
Research, Modi Puram, Meerut UP.

Applicants
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3. Tlie Faiin Superintendent,
O/O the Poject Director,
ProjectDiractorats of Cropping System Research,
Modi Puram, MeerutjUP.

Respondents

ORDER (ORAL)

Mrs. Meera ChMbfeer, Member (J)

Hiis OA has been filed by as many as eleven applicants who have prayed for a

direction to the respondents to at least consider their cases forregularization inser^dce in

accordance with the Casual Labour Scheme. It is submitted by the applicants that tliey

were engaged by the respondents as casual labourers on muster Roll in IPPl aiid 1993.

On 5.8.1997, the respondents issued an order granting temporaiy status to the similarly

situated pereons w.e.f. 1.9.1993 but their cases v^-ere ignored. It is submitted that they

were disengaged from their services in 2002 and thereafter the respondents engaged tiie

casual laboui-ers only tlirough contractors. It is submittedby the ajjplicants that tliey have

sen/ed the respondents witli intermittent and usual breaks and they sei-ved tlie

respondents even through the contractors to the entire satisfaction oftheir superiors.

2. Tneir grievance now is, that in Mai'ch, 2004, an advertisement was put up on tlie

notice board vAereby the respondents had asked for engagement of casual labourers on

muster roll. Applicants applied and some of the applicants were engaged by the

respondents on muster roil but tliereafter respondents have not even considered the

applicants in June, 2004 even though they are engaging the other casual labourers.

3. It is submitted by tlie ai^plicants that they have given the representations also to

the Director General through the Regd.post on 5.2.2004 but no reply has been given to

them so fas-. It is submitted by the applicants that the respondents ai-e changing casual

labourers so that they do not have to regularise persons like the applicants '̂viio had

Vv'orked with them for a longer time. It is submitted by the counsel for the applicants that

none ofthe representations has been decided by the respondents.
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4. Since tlie grievance of the applicants is that they have worked longer with the

respondents and their representations have not even been considered by the respondents,

think that this OA can be disposed ofat the adinission stage itselfwithout going into the

merits of the case by giving direction to the respondents to consider tliis OA itself as a

representation along with the representations \\^iich are annexed at pages 21 to 13 ofthe

paper book and to decide the same by areasoned and spealting order within aperiod of

three months from the date of receipt of a copy of this order, under intimation to the

applicants.

sk

( Mrslvleera CliMbfoer )
Member (J)


