
Advoc ate Sri N.B. Sinqh.  

ORDER. 

Das 0u :it 	Membe  r(  

e reli=fspr syed for in this original application 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
......w.,_____ALLAHABAD BENCH. 

ted this the 	 day o 1995. 

ORIGINAL AP PL IC ATION NO.17 31/92. 

Hontble 	S.Das Gupta, Member(A), 
Fatble 	T.L.Versta,  MembE,,r(J).  

Lalloo al (Ex—casual labour, A.G.U.P.Allahabad), 

son of ate Sri Bhai LA., House No.4,01d PlimfordgFnj, 

Allahab 

Advocate Sri N.A. Siddicui. 

Versus 

1. Unio of India , through the Comptroller & 

Audi or General of India, New Delhi. 

2. The P incipal Acco_intant ;..:;eneral, Uttar Pradesh, 
Allah bad. 

Respondents. 

filed un 	Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunal "lot, 

1985, are that a direction be issued to the respondents 

to includ the name of the applicant in the panel of casual 

labours a 	to engage him as such in preference to fresh 

hands. I has been further prayed that the respondents 

be direct :d to consider the applicant for regularisation 

on a ._rou 'CP post if he has worked for 140 days during 

the peel 	from 10.5.1983 to 30.8.1986. 

2. 	T 	ap licant has stated that he was engaged as 
c asual lab 	

by the respondents with efect from 3.5.1983 nd 

he worked n that capacity till 33.8.1986 in various 

• • • 	 • • • Applic ant. 
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3ections of the responding department. He has claimed to hove 

worked f or 205 days in 1983, 289 days in 1984, 270 d ays in 1985, 

and 225 days in 1986. It is alleged t .t on 31.8.1986 the 

applicant went to work in the office o the respohent no. 2 

but he was told that there was no work for him and he 

would b intimated if need arose in fu ure. It is stated 

that si e then he has been visiting the office of the 

respond nts daily for work but he was not given any work 

while f esh hands are being engaged. It is further alleged 

in 1983 the applicant was c ,ailed for interview for 

a Group '0' post and he was orally informed that he was 

selectee but when the list was published, his nme was 

missing. However, he was , flowed to cenainue as a casual 

labour. The applicant has named several persons who were 

alleged y junior to him and have not completed 240 days 

in a year and yet have been regularised. It has been averrei 

by the applicant that a Bench of this Tribunal he 4Di issued 

a dire tion to the respondents in OA No.1112 of 1991 — 

Bajran•i Lal V. U.O.I. to the effect that a list of casual 

labour be maintained and they be engaged against future 

vEcana es of c,ea,1 al labour and also be given preference 

for re ularisation on group 'DI posts„ It is alleged that 

this d rection has not been complied with by the respondents 

who ar adopting a policy of (lire and fire in an arbitrary 

m:xiner and hence this application. 

3. 	The respondents have filed a counter affidavit in 

which 	preliminary objection has been taken on the ground 

of l• tation, since the applicant ceased to work in 

1986 whereas the present application has been filed 

in 199. On the merit of the case it hf been stated 
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that the applicant actually worked for 164 days in 1983, 

115 days in 1984, 71 days in 1985 and 6 days in 1986. He 

was, the efore, not eligible for being onsidered for 

regularisation on a Group BD' Post, not having put in 24W 

206 days service as casual worker in each of the two 

consecu ye years as re wired by the instructions contained 

in the G ernment of India, Ministry of Home hff airs, 

Departme t of' Personnel and Administrative Reforms 0.M. 

dated 26 10.1984. It has been further stated that his 

prayer f r inclusion of his n--me in the list of casual 

lebour c nnot also be ,-ccepted as his case is barred by limi-

tation. The respondents have ,Jleged that the applicant 

had left work in the year 1986 on his own accord .,nd 

theeeeft r applied for re—engaeement in the office of the 

responde t no. 2 only on 29.10.1992 i.e, after a period of 

six yea 

4. regarding the alle g ation of the applicant that 

he was considered for Group '0' Post in 1983, it is stated 

by the respondents that an interview was held in 1982 for 

appointment of fresh candidates sponsored by the Employment 

Exchange as well as for regularisation of eligible casual 

workers 	Group 'EP Posts. While a number of candidates 

who were nterviewed and found suitable were given appointment 

on Group 'CO Posts, the applicant was not found fit by the 

Interview Board and, therefore, he was not offered appointment. 

5. 	T e applicant has filed a rejoinder affidavit reitera- 
Cevsi-ree,4-i,m-7 

Ling the .aRt.efl-ts made in the original application and 

denying t e contrary averments in the counter affidevit. 
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6. We have heard the learned counsels for both the 

parties and h ve carefully perused the pleadings. The 

applicant admittedly ceased to ork in 1986. This 

application having been filed only on 7.12.1992 is clearly 

time.•barred in so far as the prayer for regularisation on 

a Group U Post is concerbed.Also it is cieL r from the 

averments of the respondents that in none of the years 

between 1983 _end 1986 the applicant had worked for 206 d-ys. 

41 though the ,pi_lic nt has averred that he worked for 289 

days in 1984, 270 days in 1985 and 225 days in 1986, 

he is not able to produce any documentary evidence to bulress 

his claim, which has been denied by t 	respondents. The 

applicant, therefore, has not been abl to establish that he 

worked for 240 d -ys in two consecutive years which would 

have created a right in his favour for being considered for 

regularisation on Group 'DI post. 

7. As regards the applic ant's prayer for being 

included in the casual labour list, the same is based on 

a decision of the Bench of this Tribun - 1 in the case of 

Bajrangi Lal in or No.1112/91. 	copy oforder dated 

10.1.1992 p_ssed in this C.A. has been pi icedat .rinne>Qre—A.3. 

We have seen therefrom that while directing the respondents 

to enter the name of the petitioner in that 0.A. in the 

register of casual labour, which was being maintained, it 

was hoped that either the register was already being 

maintained and if not, the same should be maintained 

in order to avoid future 	 of iiiialOrfkitat-ure, 

we h - ve been told by the learned counsel for bbth the 

p 	that the respondents are maintaining such a 
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register. 'while Bajrangi Lal casts obligation on the 

respondents to maintain a re ds -.er of c sual labour, it 

would also cast a reciprocal obligation on he part of' 

the casual workers to represent and get their names 

entered in the register in case their 

There is nothing to show that the app 

names are omitted. 

ic5nt made any 

representation prior to 29.1 0.1992. Even in the said 

application dated 29.1 0.1992, 	copy of which has been 

placed at Annexure A-2, a specific re . uest for inclusion 

of his name in the casual labour register has not been 

mi-,de •  we are, however, of the view :hat the decision in 

the case of Bajrangi Lal Navin,:] been endered on 10.1.1992 

  

and this application having been filed on 7.12.1992, the 

pr-yer for inclusion of the name in the casual labour 

reciseer cannot be treated as time..b rred. The respondents 

themselves h:ve, stated chat the applicant did work for 

certain number of days in 1963, 1984, 1965 and 1986. 

It would, therefore, be just and proper also on the part 

of the respondents to enter his n me in the casual labour 

register, which reportedly is b- ing maintained by them, 

at an a_ proprite place, depending on the number of days 

the rPlicant worked. This would not militate aL“-inst 

the decision seid to have been rendered in :he case of 

Vijai 'Singhlv..Union of India in G.A.No.656/93,. 	1).1 

frtAiAi er-v-leAAAZ, 

8. 	The application is disposed of with a direction 

to the respondents to enter the name of' the applicant 

in the casual labour register at an appropriate place on 



FttivIBER( A) 

the be is of the number of days the applicc-int worked nd 

to con icier him for engagement on casual basis from time 

to t • 	in his turn. 

fvEitER( J) 


