OPEN CUOURT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BEWNCH
ALLAHABAD

Allahabad : Dated this sth day of November, 2p00
uriginal Application No.1696 of 1992

CURAIM 2w

Hon'ble prir, Rafiquddin, J.M.

Hon'ble i, S. Bisuas, A. M.

kundan Lal S/o Sri Beni fladhav,
(Ex-casual Labour A.G,U,P,, Allahabad)
House No,77/A, Newada, C,S,P., Marg,
Allahabad,
(Sri MK Upadhyaya, Advocate)
« o o v «Appricant
Vaersus
e Union of India through the
Comptnoller and Auditor QGeneral of India,
New Uelhi,
24 The Principal Accountant Eeharal,
Uttar Pradesh, Allahabad,
(Sri Amit Sthalekar, Advocate)
« o » o sn@Spondents
ORDER(Iral)

Bx Hontble l'ir_:- Haf!._quddinl J e lle

The applicant has filed this UA seeking a direction

to the respondents to consider him for reengagement and re.
appointment him as casual labour/Group 'O' employea, in
case he comes within the ambit of regularisation and
prefersnce to bs given to him over nsw comers and also

for a direction to the respondents to prepare a list

of all casual labours yasarwise and for giving piafaranca
«in giuing @ngagement as casual labour/the applicant, The
@pplicant has also sought quashing o;\tha salection
proceedings held on 16-11-1992 by respondent no.2,
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2 The case of the applicant in brief is that dirsctions
were issued by this Tribunal in OA No.449/1991 -~ loti

Lal Vs, UUI & Urs on 3-11=1992 to the respondents to
prepare seniority list of the casual workers who started
working from the year, 1983 taking into consideration the
days for which they worked corcectly and thersafter to
consider the case for re-appointment and absorption

as the case may be, This Tribunal in UA No,95 of 1992~
Mahendra Kumar Vs, UUl & Urs, vide order datsd 16-.10-1392
issued direction to the same effect to consider the matter
in case ths applicant had worked 24p days ,

Se The applicant claims that he has worked in the
office of respondent no,2 w,8,f, 3=-3=-1980 to 31-5-1982
and completed 24g days in the year, 1980, 1981 and 14g
days in 1982 with broken period, He further claims that
he continuousSly worked with 18sser period in 1983, He
further worked 278 days between the period April 1984

to April 1985, The applicant also continued to work
till 31-.12-1986 and completed 24Q days under respondent
no.?,

4, The grisuance of the applicant is that he was

not allowed to work from 1=-1-1987 by the respondent

no,2 on the plea that the work wasnot available whereas
juniors vere retained and new/fresh hands were engaged,
The applicant has filed a number of representations but
the responcents refused to receive the same and to
consider the same, Hence, he has filed this (A,

S. We have heard counsel for the parties and perused
the record,

O« Learned counsel for the respondents on iha basis

of pleadings has pointed that the casa of the applicant
could not be considered for regularisation of his service

as Group 'U' employee because he did not put in two years
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of service as casual worker with 24p/2p4 dayes in each
of the two consecutive calender years as required ub Govt,

of India, (Ministry of Home Affairs, Deptt, of Personnel &

Administrative Reforms 0,0, No,49014/19/84-Estt(C) dated
20=10=1984, If is also alleged that the applicant himself
left the office finally after 6/1985 on his owun accord
to get a better livelihood, It is, however, admitted
that responuents have prapa{ad a seniority list of casual
labours as directed by thdwigﬂﬁggiﬂTribunal in the case
of Narain Chand and others, Vs, Union of India and others
and is engaging casual labours strictly in accordancse
with their position in the said seniority list and as
such casual labours on their completion of 2p6 days
of service in each of the two conssqutive calndar years,
are being considered for regularisation in Group ‘'O°
cadre,
Te It is thus clsar thagt the only dispute in this
case is that the nameg of the applicant should have also
oA ama vt awed
been entered in the seniority list besing praparag by
the responoents as per direction given by this Tribupal,
As per reco.d maintained in the office of respondents and
as mentioned in Para 4 of the LA, it is clear that the
applicant has already completed 256 days in the year,
1983-84, Therefore, the name of the applicant should
be dncluded in the seniority list being prapérad'un the
basis of working days put in xxxa by the applicant, Besides,
from the certificates (Annexures-A.2 & A.3) issued by the
office of the respondents, it is clear that the applicant
has put in more than 24p days working days,The @xistence
Aleee
or genuineness of certificates have not been disputed
by the responcents in their CA. Tharar:'ura, the® is no
point to disbelieve this, Therefors, bhneﬂggﬁa,tha uérking

days of the applicant are clear, As regards the service
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being rendersd by the applicant in the Home Guard, this
has been correctly pointed out by the learned counsel

as pea

for the applicant that ¥ the UM dated 25-6-1339 issued
rrom the office of the respondents, training with rome
Guard is compulsory for appointment as Group '0D' employees
etc, Therefore, the position of the applicent in Home
Guard cannot stand in the way of his acquiring working
days,
8. we accordingly allow this UA and direct the
respondent no,2 to enter the name of the applicant in
the list of the casual labours being maintained by the
responusnt no,2 as per his seniority on the basis of
working days after having completed required working
days during the calender yaar April 1984 to April 1985 and
regularise his services on his turn, This exsrcise shall
be completed within three months from the date of

communication of this order, There shall be no order

as to costs,
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