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IN lHE C&N'l'.a.AL AI:MINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

JODHPUR BENCH" JODHPUR. 

Oi:\ No.106/l997 Date of order ; 16.03.2001 

Smt. Kamla, vlife of Shri Ghanshyam, ,.9-ged about 35 

years, resident of Goga Gate, Harijan Basti,Bikaner 
' ' 

was working a~ Safaiwali in the Office of···the Joint 

Scientific ~fficer (Bio-Chemistcy) Field· Station 

for investigation on Locusts, Nagnechiji Road, 

Bikaner. 

• •• APPLICANT 
,. ,.. > 

. VERSUS - -

1. Union of India, th~ough the 

·Secretary, Department of Agriculture 

and Co-operation., Ministry of Agriculture, 

New Delhi. 

· 2. The Chief Administrative Officer, 

Director of Plant ~rotection, 

Faridabad (Haryana). 

3. Deputy Director (E. And 'l'.), 

Lovest Warning Organisation, Near 

4 .•. 

Satimat& Mandir, Air Force Area, Jodhpur. 

Joint Scientific Officer (Bio~:hemistry), 
' 

Field Station for Investigation on Locusts, 

Nagnechi j i Road, B.ikaner •. 

None is present for the applicant. 

Mr •. S.K. Vyas, Counsel for the reapondents. 

CORAM --
Hon'ble Mr. Justice )3.S. Raikote, Vice Chainnan 

Hon• ble Mr. Gopal Singh, . Administrative ~4ember 
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( per so.n• ble L11ll::. J'ustice B • S.. Rai'kote } 

Ul chis case, the applicant has challenged the 

Anne.xure A/1 dated 2 8.11.96 by wlliGh the applicant• s 

·1 
y" 
I? 

servic::es as a part tine S.afaiwali was terminat;ed. ·rhe 

applican·t contended that the applicant. was entitled to 

.be .regulat·i.sed as a Safaiwa.li on the ground that the 

appliCant is work.ing continuously for mo.re, than 3 years 

ana the iapLlgned o.~:·de.r is illegal. The applicant 

accordingly prayed for an app.ro,pr late direction to the ... 

2. By fili.tlg t eply, the case of the applicant has 

been denied by the respa'ldents. Respoodents contended 

that tbe appliean·t was wo.rk.in9 only as part-tima 

~!~?'~·- . i 11 h ~ k.- • l 1 . //"''\._ .. ,.,;·~.:--·-~:::..::.-:: ,_,_~;.~,. , Sa fa wa · , t e.rei:o.t·e, s.u'= was not eotl.t ed to regu ar l.-
1/ .,_.... ,·:/ -,.~:.. Y} ~' 

/' r ~.~ ·;/· "~\ r\,' .. 

(
" ·<~ ·: -."" \~ tA. \.sat. 1.. on .• 'l'bey have also stated that ·the applican·t was 
{ tr!' .·<:~~' \ ·~. \ . 

· ·· ./·'~:h ot·ki.;"'lg 4 to 3 hours as Safaiwali for a specific p~ioa 

·~'';,.:>~, ./··.- ;J with the clear te.r'ns and conditions that applicant• s 

·~~-~3~{:?:j'' appo.L."'ltmen·t. was made as part tiae $.afaiwali, and she 

~ 
. j 

was not beinc;J engaged as full time ent>loyee, and as 

a part-time enployee, she would not claim for .regular i­

sation. 'they hav~ also furnished cOpies of tl'lOSe 

appointment orders vide .Annexure l:1./l-A to R/1-l) • 

They have stated that the applicant was not ~1gaged 
' 

on salary of .as. 400/- bu·t ir11. fact, .she was paid 

only half of the wage$ prescribed in the Gazette 
I 

notification, dated 14.11.1996 vide Am1exureR/2. 

111 substance, thei.c· argument is that the appointment 

of the applicant was only for a sp~ixic per lod with 

the condition that ber :::.erv .lees. would be terminated 

at any tiua. aut oo sach appointment, the applicant 

was not eqtitled to regularisation.. when fresh 
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appointment order was given to her vide letters dated 

OS .03 .1997 and 11.04.1997 ( An nexu.ce R -6 and n. -7 ) 

with clear terms and conditions, she did not join the 

duty. i'bey have also made available copies of the 

said letters Annexure R-6 and R-7. Acco.t'dingly., they 

contended that absolute!~· the.r.:e a:ce no aer its in this 

application., and there is no violation of Articles 14 

and 16 of the Constitution, as contended by the applicant. 

The learned counsel for the official respondents 

relied upon the j udgerrent of Calcutta Bench of the 

Central Administrative ::rribunal passed in O.A. No. 662/ 

1990. - Last tine, the said j Udgetrent was brought to 

·the notice of the 'l'r ibWlal and the sa rae has been 

II 

i ·:· . .lbatned counsel for the applicant who is not present 

.. _ .,_ . , ... ~<<2 .. </LOday has not .brought to our nct,-.ice any ~ther j Udgerrent 

'0, •• :.~~·£~:~:/ contrary to the j Udgemetlt referred to above. 

•· li:l this case, as contended by the reSpondents., 

the applicant was appointed as a Sa:faiwali for a fixed 

period.. Ot1 the basis of such appointment as pa.ct-tl1ue 

~afaiwali, the applicant is not etltitled to regular isation. 

·rhe c.i:r., Calcutta .Bench vide JUdgenent and order 

dated 12. .10.1993 in O.A •. No. 662/1990, has considered 

the similar case of a part tiroo ~afaiwal~ and held 

that such part time s.afaiwala is not entitled to 

regular isation. 'l'he Calcutta Bench of C .A.T. accordingly • 

directed as under :-

" In view of the above discussion and 
relying on the principle enunciated 
by the apex court, we dispose of this 
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application witl1 t.he direction. that as and 
wh~'1 a ;::;a£aiwal£· whether: w.hole ti~ o.r_ part­
t.lme, is el.lgaged by the respondents office, t.be 
applicant:. sho.ll be given preference over the 
othe.t·s. ~ .i.rlce the applicant is willing to 
serve any where in the country we direct the 
Plant Protection Advisor, Directorate of 
Protection Govex:ument of .Lndia. to consider 
the case of the applicant for engagement in 
a suitable groop-0 cat.egorJi· post prCN ided his 
1:1ame is sponsored by the euployment exchange 
and he is fOWld otherwise suitable. .No costs•• • 

5. we find that the said judgement clearly applies to 

the facts 

one issued 

case also. 

of this case and a similar direction to the 

by the Calcutta Bench. can be issued in this 

Accordingly, we pas a the order as u.nder ,_ 

•• The applicant. • s pr:ayer ir~ the 0 .A. for regu­
±a.tisation is hereby dismissed. However, 
the respondents a.re directed to consiae:r 
the Ca$e of t.he applicant for appointrnent 
as S afa.iwali. whet.her full tin:a or part-time, 
whenever the depa.rtttent considers that such 
appointment of Safaiwali is necessary. Il.1 
case of such appointu-ent, the applicant 
shall be givt:n preference over the others. 
If the applicant is willing to serve any 
where in the country, the x:espaldents may 
coos ider her case for appointment as Safai­
wali in s odie other units of the departn~nt • 
.It is also made clear ·that, it is open to 
the respondents for engagement ~ the appli­
cant in a su..itab.l,.e group-D category post 
pr:w ided he.r name is sponsored by the 
&nployment ii:.xchange and she is found other­
wise s~itable. No costs,.. 

[~,-~_ 
( B..S~l 

Vice Chairman 
( tjO~AL~ 

Adrm. l~nlber 
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