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OOC:N COURT 

CENTriAL AD ~INIS friATlVE TRiau,~ AL, ALLAHABA~ BENCH 

ALLAHABAD 

Allahabad : Dated this ath day of Nove mber , 2000 

uriginal Application No.16g6 of 1992 

CuRA1•1 :-

Hon• b ta t'ir, Rafiquddin, J.M. 

Hon•bte a·.r. s . Siswas, A. l'l. 

~unoan ·Lal S/o ~ri l:la ni l'ladhav, 

(~x-casual Labour A.G.u .~., Allahabad) 

House No .77/A, Newada, C.S.?. r~g, 

Allahabad, 

(Sri MK Upadhyaya, Advocate) 

• 

• • • • • Applicant 

Versus 

1 • Union of India through the 

Compt~ lter ano Auditor General of India, 
• 

r~aw lJelhi. 

' 2. The nrincipal Accountant General, 

uttar Pradesh, Allahabad. 
• 

(Sri Amit ~thatekar, Advocate) 

••••• Respondents 

ay Han t b lB t•&r. Raf iguddin I J. r·l. 

The applicant has filed this UA seeking a direc tion 

to the respondent s to consider him for reengagament and re_ 

appointment him as casual tabourJGroup •o• employee, in 

case he co ros s within the ambit of regu tar i s ation and 

preference to bo gi ven to him over new comers and atso . 
for a direction to the respondents to prepa~e a list 

of att casual tauours yaarwise and for giving preference 

·in giving engagement as casual tabourfthe applicant. Tho 

"' applicant has atso sought quashing of the setection 

proceedings held on 16-11-1992 by respondent na.2. 
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2. The case of the applicant. in· brief is that directions 

were issued by this Tribunal in OA No.449/1991 - Moti 

Lal Vs. UOI & Ore on 3-11-1992 to the respondents to 

prepare seniority list of the casual wor kers who started 

wor king from tho year, 1983 taking into consideration the 

days for which th~worked correctly and thereafter to 

consioar the c;:ase f,or re-appointment and absorption . 
as the case may be. This Tribunal in OA Nor95 of 1992-

~ahendra l<umar Vs. UUI & Ora, vide order dated 16-10-1992 

issued direction to the same effect to consider the matter ' 

in case the applicant had worked 240 days • 

3. The applicent claims that he has worked in the 

office of respondent no.2 w.e.f. 3-3-1980 to 31-5-1982 

and completed 240 days in the year, 1980, 1981 and 140 

days in 1982 with broken period. He furthar claims that 

he continuou3ly ~orked with lesser 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 240 days under respondent 

no. 2. 

4. ThEt. gr iEtuance of the applicant is that he uas 
• 

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

no.2 on the plea that the work wasnot available ~heraas 

juniors were retained and new/fresh hands were engaged. 

The applicant has filed a number of representations but 

the responoents refused to receive the same and to 

consider the same. Hence, he has filed this OA. 

s. We have heard counsel for the parties and perused 

tha record. 

6w Learned counsel for the respondents on the basis 

of plaadinge~s pointed that the case of the applicant 

could not be considered for ragularisation of his service 

as Group 1 0' employee because he did not put in two years 
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of service as casual uorker with 240/204 dayes in each 

of the tuo consecutive calender years as required ub Govt • 

of India, f'lini.stry of Home Affairs, Dept t. or Personna 1 & 

Administrative Reforms O. M. No.49Q14/19/84-Estt(C) dated 

20-10-1 984. If i s also alleged that the applicant himself 

tert the office finally after 6/1985 on his oun accord 

to get a better livelihood. It is, however , admitted 

that responoenta have pre pared a seniority list of casual 

labours aa directed by th~fd£a "'fr i bunal in the case 

of Natain Chand and others. Vs. Union of India and others 

and is engaging casual labours strictly in accordance 

with their position in tho said aeniortty list and as 

such casual labours on thsir completion of 2Q6 days 

of service in each of the t~o conaaqutiva calndar years, 

are being considered for regularisation in Group •D• 
cadre. 

7. It is thus claar that the only disp~ta in t his 

case is that the name; of the applicant should have _a ts o 
av...-..l 9"'IYI """'t" "'u( 

been entered in the seniority list being prepared by .., 
the rasponoents as pe r direction given by this Tribunal • 

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 c ompleted 2? 6 oays in the ye ar, 

1983-84. Therefore, the name of the applicant should 

be ~inclu ded in the seniority list being prepaz:ad on the 

basis of working days pu t in x•aa by the applicant. aea~as, 

from tho certificates (Annoxures-A-2 & A-3) issued by the 

oPPice of the respondents, it is clear that the applicant 

has put in mQre than 240 days ~orking daya.~he wxistenca 
Q ,.;t~;Q.I(.. 

or genuineness of ~ certificates have not been disputed 

by tho respondents in thoir CA. Therefore, the• is no 

point to disbelieve this. Therefore , ~~the working 

days of the applicant are clear. As ragarda t he ser vice 
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baing rendarad by thu applicant in the Home Guard, this 

has bean correctly pointed out by the learned cou~sel 
tv) pe.'l-

for the applicant that -. the OM dated 25-o-1999 iasued 

from t he office of the respondents, training witb rlome 

Guard is compulsory for appointment as Group •o• ·employ ees 

etc. The refore. the position of t he applicant in Home 

Guard cannot stand in the way of his acqui~ing wor king 

days. 

a • ~a accordingly allow this OA and direct t he 

respondent no.2 to enter the nama of the applicant in 

the list of t he casual labours being mai ntained by the 

respondant no.2 as par his seniority on tho basis of 

wor king days after having completed required wor king 

days during the calender ya ar April 1984 to April 1985 and 

regulari se his services on his turn. This exercise shall 

be comple ted uit hin t hree months fro m the date of 

communication of thi s or der. There shall be no or der 

as to costs. 

'1----v ~ 
(A) (•'e mber (J) 
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