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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE 1I BUNhL 
CUTTACK RENCH CUPTACK 

Original Application No.708 of 1993 

Date of Decisions 22.6.1994 

Trilohan Dis & Others 	 Applicants 

Versus 

Ujon of India & Others 

For the applicant 

For the respondents 

Res ponc3e nts 

Mr.h .K.Mishra, 
Advocate 

t'c .0 J.Mohapatra, 
Standing Counsel (Central) 

 

T HE HON OABLE 1 .K .P • AC HhRYA, V ]E - H1 

AND 

THE H0NOAELE M.H.RAJENDRA ASAD, )EMBER (ADMN) 

JUDQ rw 

K.PCHPAYA,VIC1I4N:In this application under Section 19 of 

the Administratie Tribunals Act, 1985, the petitioners (seven 

in number) pray for a direction to be issued to the opposite 

parties not toterininate the services of the petitioners with 

effect from 31.12.1993 and to issue confirmation orders in 

in favour of the petitioners in their respective posts, 

2. 	The petitioners are seven in number who had been 

working as Draftstnn(Gr.III) in the Census Organisation 

v ide appointment order coataizd in Annexures 1 to 7 dated 

3.7.1991. The posts in question were created for a particular 

period and the period having bws expired on 28.2.1994, tue 

consequently the petitioners had to be deprived of the said 

posts. Prayer  of the petitioners cannot be allowed, because 

here is no more existence of the posts in question. 
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and fairly 

Therefore, 	 learned counsel for the 

petitioners submitted that a direction be isstd to the 

opposite partms that in future whenever vacancy a'ro, 

first preference should be gives to these petitioners 

according to their seniority for appointment to such posts 

or anyother equivalent posts • It was furthermore submitted 

by Mr.Mishra that in case  no vacancy arises in future, the 

case of the petitioners should be referred to Surplus Cell 

for finding out a berth for the petitioners This was 

opposed to by Mr.U.B.Mohapatra learned Stand tng Counsel 

on the ground that the petitioners were casual employees. 

We were taken through the terms and conditions of the 

order of appojnt contained in Annexures 1 to 7 • No where 

we find that the petitioners have been designated as casual 

labourers, on the contrary, the petitioners are temporarily 

Ippointad against the posts of Draftsman. Therefore, we find 

no merit in the contention of )t.UaB.Mohapatra. learned 

Standing Counsel. me 

3. 	After giving our anxious consideration to the 

arguments advanced at the lar, we would direct that first 

preference should be given to the petitioners in respect of 

vacancies, if a,ajlable now, or would be available in future 

/ /and in case rules permit their cases should be referred to 
Ii 
(f Surplus Cell for being deplOyed 1  ft tposts. In this 

connection Mr...K.Mishra invited out attention to the 

provisions contained in fri.3 (2) of Chapter 34 of Swamy's 

tstar ?nua1 of M09 and Heads of Offices on the subject 

Scheme for redepèoymest/absorpt ion of retrenched Group C/fl 

mporary Imployees'. We hope and trust the competent 
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authority would devote,his attention to the provisions 

contained above and the provisions contained under 

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

Thus the applicati is accordingly dipposed of. No costs. 
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Central Mninistrative Tribunal 
Cuttack bench Cnttack 

dated the 22.6.2994/ B.K. Sahoo 


