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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI BU ?-AL 
----ALLKHt. Bl\D BENCH -

ALIJ\~Bl\D 

Original Apelication ~b. 559 of 2000 -

Allahabad this the 30th day of May • 2002 - .. .... -

Hon' ble Mr.c.s. Chadha, Member (A) - -

Munga Ram, Son of Shri Chet Ram, Resident of 43/10, 

Bai Ka Bazar, Sikandra, Agra. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri Govind Sar~ 

Versus 

1. The Union of India, through the Secretary, l1inistry 

of Human Resources and Development, Shastri Bha\·Jan, 

New Delhi. 

2. Director General, A~chacological survey of India, 

rranpath, New Delhi. 

3. The sup erintending Archacolo<J,i st, Archological Survey 

of India, 22, Mal Road, Agra. 

Respondents 

By Advoca t e Shri t1arx> j Kumar 

0 R D E R ( Oral ) 

By Hon' ble 11r.c. s . Chadha , r1ember (A) 

The case of the applicant is that he 

has a right to be appoinced under the respondents on the 

ground that his lands were acquired for a public purpose. 

The matter had a lready been adjudicated by the Hon'ble 

. High~ Cl:>urt of Alla.ha bad in Civil Misc .\·lri t Petition 

N:>.16594 of 1999 in which the Hon'ble , High. Cl:>urt 
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20/04/99 directed the respondents to consider 

the re presentation of the applicant. The respon­

dents h a ve accordirgly considered the rep resentation 

of the a pplicant and rejected the same by gi vir:g 

deta iled reasons vide annexure A-1 dat~d 08/06/99. 

A ·perusal of t he said order clea rly shows that the 

a pplicant was n:>t entitled to regular ~ppointment 

on several grounds. The chief reasons for refusirvJ 

the employment ·were that only tho&e whose lands are 

acquired for Public Sector undertakin.;J s or Defeme 

Projects are entitled to such appointment. Further, 

the claim of the a pplicant that he had bee n workir:g 

continuously as a daily viager from 1989 to 1998 ·was 

also found t o be incorrect. He had not worked cont 

inuousl y for 240 days in any continuous period of 

tvo years. Therefore, a mere perusal of the impugned 

order shows that the detailed reasoning has been given 

for rejecting t he claim of the a pplicant, which is 

justifiable. 

2. Learned counsel for the a pplicant s t ated 

that si nee the Archa eological Survey of India acquires 

l a nd for t he sake of maintenance o f Arch. t•ionuments 

W'lere it cha rges fees from visitors, rightly their 

activities should also be consid ered as simila r to 

t hat of a public sector undertaking beca use they are 

also makirYJ profits. I .. !ail to agree with this argu­

ments because Arch.s urvey of India is not engaged 

in any economic activity. The small fee charge from 

t he visitors to see the monume nt is not a source of 

profit and tha t is 'Why very righUy the Ministry of 
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Iiome Affa irs has oot en ns i dered t he a c quisftion 

of l a nds by Arch. s urvey of India on equal footi O'J 

~dth a pu blic seccor p rojects a n d def ence pro jects. 

3. Learned counsel for the a p plica nt a l s o 

stated that there is a direct~ex~between his 

\-Ork i ng as a daily \vager arui~acquisition o f his 

land because the concerned o fficials used to give 

him \..Prk only because -&his larrl was a c q uired . I 

cannot a ppreciate this logia because on the one 

h and the a pplicant is claiming compassionate a pp­

ointment and on the othe r tak.i rg a plea that due 

to his working cont inuously for a certain number 

of da ys under the c ont r o l of the respondents . he 

has acq uired a right to a reg ular a ppointment. 

As mentioned above. the a pplicant has no case 

for compassionate a p p::>intment a nd since he did 

ro t work: for rrore than 240 days in tw:> consequtive 

years as a daily~ger. he is not ent itled t o a ny 
~~. 

benefit on that s oreA_ I see ro reason to interfere 

·with the impugned order. The O .A . is without merit 

and. the re fore. is dismissed. No order as t o costs. 

Men-dJSI CA ) 


