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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL
CUTTACK BENCH CUTTACK

Origimal Application No, 708 of 1993

Date of Decisions 22,6.,1994

Trilochan Das & Others Applicamt (s)

Versus

Union of India & Others Respondent (s)

(POR INSTRUCT IONS)

1, Whether it be feferred to reporters or mot ? AR

2, Whether it be circulated to all the Benches of the AD
Central Administrative Tribunals or no@?
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’b CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

CUTTACK BENCH CUTTACK

Original Application No,.708 of 1993
Date of Decisions 22,6.1994

Trilogchan Das & Others Applicants
Versus
Union of India & Others Respondents
For the applicant Mr.A .K.Mishra,
Advocate
For the respondents Mr,U.B.Mohapatra,

Standing Coumsel (Central)
CORAM
THE HOﬁOURABLE MR K.P, ACHARYA, VICE - GHAIRMAN
: AND
THE HONOURABLE MR ,H.RAJERDRA PRASAD, MEMBER (ADMN)
JURGME NI
MR LK. PACHARYA ,VICE-CHAIRMAN: In this application under Section 19 of
the Administritive Tribunals Act, 1985, the petitioners (seven
in number) pray for a direction to be issued to the opposite
parties mot to terminate the services of the petitionmers with
effect from 31,12.1993 and to issue confirmatiom orders inm
in favour of the petitioners im their respective posts.‘
2 The petitioners are seven in number who had been
working as Draftsm@n{Gr.III) ia the Census Organisatiom
vide appointment order comtained in Annexures 1 to 7 dated
37,1991, The posts im question were created for a particular
period and the period having bo‘:\m expired on 28.2.1994, khs
comsequently the petitioners had to be deprived of the said
posts, Prayer of the petitioners cannot be allowed, because

%here is me more existemce of the posts im questionm.
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and fairly
Therefore, rightly/Mr.A.K.Mishra, learned coumsel for the

pet itioners submitted that a direction be issued to t’he
opposite parties that in future whemever vacancy i\%AuAf:
first preference should be givem to these petitioners
according to their semiority for appointment to such posts
or 3nyother equivalent posts, It was furthermore submitted
by Mr.Mishra that in case no vacamcy arises in future, the
case of the petitioners should be referred to Surplus Cell
for finding out & berth for the petitioners, This was
opposed to by Mr.U.B.Mohapatra, learned Stamdimg Counsel

on the ground that the petitioners were casual employees,
/We were takenm through the terms and comditions of the

order of appointment contained in Annexures 1 to 7. No where
we find that the petitioners have beem designated as casyal
labourers, om the contrary, the petitioners are temporarily
8ppointed against the posts of Draftsman, Therefore, we find
no merit in the contemtion of Mr.U.B.Mohapatrd, learped
Standing Counsel., Af

3. After givimg our amxious comsideration to the
arguments advamced at the Bar, we would direet that first
preference should be givem to the petitioners in respect of
vacancies, if agailable mow, or would be available in future

and in case rules permit their cases should be peferred to
/ / Surplus Cell for being deplcyed%s. In this
comnection Mr.As.K.Mighra invited o&!;r attention to the
provisions contained in PAr8..3(2) of Chapter 34 of Swamy's
Master Manual of DDOs amd Heads of Offices en the subject
‘Scheme for redepdoymemt/absorption of' retrenched Group C/D

v::emporary Employees', We hope amd trust the competemt
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authority would devoty his attention to the provisions
comtained above and the provisions contained under

Para 3,6,& 7 and pass necessary orders according to law,

Thus the applicatiqm is accordingly dipposed of. No costs.
Iv

MEMBER (AD RAT IVE) VICE-CHAIRMAN =~
22 Jun

Central Administrative Tribunal
Cuttack Bench Cuttack
dated the 220602994/ B.K. Sahoo
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