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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 

ALLAH AB AD, 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION N3.144 OF 1993 

All nhabad, this the :).•vicl  day of 	 1995. 

Hon'ble Mr. S.Das Guota, Member(A) 

Hon'ble Mr. T.L. Verive' Member JL... 

Mohd. Yusuf,' son of Mohd Yunu.1, resident of 

88, Shilekhana, Telirjanj, District Allehabad. 

• • • • 	 Applicant  

By Advocate Shri M.A. Siddiqu:-.  

Versus 

1. The Union of India, through the Comptroller and 
Auditor General of India, gew Delhi. 

2. The Prin pa; Accountant General, Uttar Pradesh, 
Ailahaba.  

3. Shri S.0 Ganguli, Accounts Officer, G.D.(Main), 
Office o the principal Accountant General, U.P., 
All ah ab 	 fleaponcif3ntej. 

By Advocate Shri  

ORDEf.  

By Hon'ble Mr. T.L.VermaL  Meiber13_2:._ 

application under Section 19 of the Aoministrative This 

Tribunal.; Ac has been filed for quashing order dated 12.11.92, 

whereby the lain of the applicant for re—enganement and regulari-

sation has been rejected and foriissuing a direction to the 

respondent no. 2 to enter the name of the applt ant in Live Casual! 

Register rccordirng to his seniority. 

2. 	The applicant claims to have been initially appointed 

as casual 1 bour by respondent no. 2 in 1981. He claims to have 

worked 	
5

rked in 	s capacity as sucih during --,he period 4„ .1981  to 
ik-- 

28.7.1981 	trier eafter, Curl-1g 1982 to 19871* is stated to have 
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submitted representation on .110992 for being empenelled in 

the seniority list of casual labour register on the besis of 

order passed by this Tribunal in 0.A. No„1112 o f1991 decided 

on 10.1.1994. The applicant fled OA No.827/92 for empreelment 

in the casual labour register. The above OA was disposed of 

with a direction to the reepodeste to_dispose of the repre- 

sentation on merit in ecc.or11 	e with law within a period of 

4 months from the date of c 

3. ThE respondents hay= rejected the representation of 

the applicant on the ground that the applicant has failed 

• 	
to furnish evidence in proo' of his having worked durino the 

period 198 to 1987 in the yffice of' the Accountant General III. 

4. Ac ording to the applicant, he has worked from 4.50981 

to 31.7.1981 and thereafter for 240 thys during 1982, 1983 

and 1984. The orievance o the applicant is that persons 

junior to him heve been re 	ned in preference to the applicant 

and continue to work under espondent no. 2. Denying the sane 

benefit to the applicant, 	cording to the applicant, is dis- 

criminatory and arbitrary, ence this application for the reliefs 

as mentioned above. 

tnmunie ation of order dated 3.7 .92. 

5. The respondents h contested the claim of the applicant. 

In the counter affidavit f ed on behalf of respondents, it he 

been stated that the appli• t failed to produce any documentary 

evidence in support of his lain. Hence the representation 

filed by the applicant for ncludin-_-. his rime in the seniority 

list of casual labour register has rightly been rejected. 

ieunsel for the parties and perused 

cite, which purports to have been 

granted by some of ficial o the Office of the Accountant General 

6. We have heard the 

the record. E>ept a certi 
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to the effect that the applic nt has worked from 4.5.81 to 

28.7.81 as casual lrbour in 	e office of the Accountant 

there is no Other document to show that the applicant ha 

engaged in 
	Office of the 

durinc. the 
	iod 1962 to 198 

dated 18.6.92 (Annexure — A.1 ) would disclose that the apcli-

cant claims to have worked fo 240 days during the years 

1982, 1983 and 1984 and that 

made in paragraph 4 of the re 

plication. The applicant as 

produce evidence of/his claim 

e of the Accountant General, U.P., 

e of qualification, age and reois- 

tration in the Employment E hale. In reply to the above, the 

applic rtt furnished informat on vide letter dated 3.110992 

(Annexure— 8). In pare 5 of the said reply the applic silt claims 

to have worked in the Office of the Accountant General III 

ccountent General in =ny c 

. Para 3 of the represent 

General, 

been 

pity 

tion 

was being ignored. The averments 

implity that 

of the appl 

by the ft 

directed by 

of havin.; w 

Allahabad 

the applicant di 

cant that he wor 

averred in the 

the respondents 

rked in the offi 

ong with evida 

resentation, re,d with par 3 : 

not work after 1984. The leim 

d from 1982 to 1987 is not borne 0-1.4.e 

from 1982 a 1987. In para I (b) of the counter affidsUit 

it has bee stated that the office of the Accountant General III 

is not in existence with eff =et from 1.3.1984. The averments 

made in the aforesaid pargr ph of the counter attidvit have not 

been denie 

applic ant. 

the ebove,  

in the rejoinde affidavit filed on behalf of the 

That being so, 	conclusion that follows from 

is that the laim of the applicant of hnvinT worked 

    

in the office of the 8ccoun ent general III during 1982 to 1987 

does not appear to be core 

7. 	Fr.Drn ti-e material 

that the Claim 	of the appli 

in the of Lice of the Accoun 

record it would, :hus, appear 

ant that he worked as casual labour 

ant General from 4.5E1 to 26.7.61 
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only has been substantiated. 5o far as his claim that he 

worked during the period 1982 to 1987 is concerned, there is 

not even priMafie material to support the said claim o 

the applicant. The instruct_ons regarding engagement/regu-

larisation as Group D employees on the basis of their engage-

ment on daily wage basis for the office of the Accountant 

General are to the effect thAt casual workers who have ptit in 

two years w th 206 days of work during eh year in the orga-

nisation, h ing five days' week, may be considered eligible 

for applintMent,  along with other c andidates sponsored by the 

Employment 

for recruit 

xchange in _cord rice with the procedure followed 

era. against Sroup D posts. In the instant case, 

 

the evidence on record suggests that the applicant had worked 

for 85 day only during the wear 190 „ There is no evidence 

worth the ane in support of the claim of the applicant that 

he had bee engaged tnereaf,,sr during the period 1982 to 1987 

and had co pleted 240 days as casual labour during 1932, 1963 md 

1984 et-1,, 

6 • 	In the facts and circumstances of the case we find that 

the applic nt has failed to make out a case that he had acquired 

a st-tus e titling him to re-engagement/regularisation in 

Group D po t in the Offte a the respondent no. 2. The relief 

claimed by the applicant, therefore, cannot be -flowed, 

9. 	the result this application is dismissed as devoid of 

me ri 	 a,u,7 	ow 4-  CtS:ril 

MEMBE 	) 	 MEMBER( A) 


