CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
LUCKNOW BENCH

0.A,No. 242/1991

Monday this the 14th day of Febr aury, 20C0

CORAM

HON'BL> MR, A4,V. HixIoaoAN, VICE CHAIRMAN
HON'3LE MR, J.L, NEGI, ADMINISTRATIVE MiEMBSER

Ms.sunita Ludhani
resident of 52720 Nigam Building,

Udaiganj, Lucknow
last employed as Civilian Switch Board

Operator in Military Exchange, Lucknow, Applicant

(By Advocate: None for the applizant)

Vs.

1, Union of Indii through thesecretary
Ministry ofDefence, New Delrii-1.0 001,

Army Headquarters Gen:ral Staff Br nch
DHW PO, New Delhi,

3. General OfficerZommanding in Chief
Central Command, Lucknow Cantt.,

4, Office. Commanding, Central Command
Signal Regiment, Lucknow Cantt, 2,

(By Advocate: None for the respondents)

The application was taken

delivered the following order o. the same day:
ORDER

HON'BLE MR. A,V, HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

The applicant was employed as a temporury Civilian

Switch Board Operator in the Military Exchange Lucknow for
some time ie., on four occasions (i) 18.6.88 to 1.9.88 (ii)

10.7.89 to 6.10.89 (iii) 26.12.88 to 24,5.90 and (iv) 7. 3.90
Her griev.ince is that she had no

to 2.6.90 89 days each,

continuous engagement so that she could complete 120 days
of service in six months Or 24,9 days in any year though
such an engagement had been given to others and that she

has not been regularised on the post of Civilian Switch Board

Operator, The ipplicant h:s, thetefore, filed this application
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praying that the respondents be commanded to consider
her case for re ular appointment as offered to her juniors
a-> also to reinstate her in se:vice with benefit of back-
wages as the services were illegally and wrongfully ter-
minated on 3.6.90. In the application the applicant had
stated that the applicant was engaged only on temporary
and

basis for period of 89 days each, /that she was called

for selection but was not given appointment on regular

basis,

2. In the reply affidavit the respondents contend
that the applicant was engaged on a temporary basis for
89 days each as there was a ban on recruitment and that
when the ban was l1ifted all the candidates including the
applicant were considered for selection as against two
posts and those who were foundgggfatorious were selected
and appointed and thatj:he applicant who could not come
upto the grading Was not appointed, The respondents
contend that the applicant does not have a legitimate
grievance,

3. When the application came up for hearing, even
though the case was taken up twice, none appeared either
for the applicant nor for the respoddents. Since beiny a
very old case findiny no reason to put off the he.ring of

this case, we perused the pleadings ind othermaterials

available on record carefulhly. XXIXXXXXXXXXXXXXKXA

4, The claim of the applicant for reinstatement and
backwages is not based on any entitlement As per the

allegations in the application, the applicant was engaged
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on four times for a period of 89 days each purely provi-

sionally and temporarily and she never had continuous service,

On expiry of the last spell of engagement of 89 days

she wasthereafter not engaged, Therefore, there was no

termination of service much less illegal temmination entit-
ling the applicant :to claim reinstatement with backwages.
Regarding the claim of the applicant for regular appoint-
ment is concerned, of:iciating on temporary basis for
periods not exceeding 89 days three or four times does

not confer on her any right for regular appoihtment. The
post is to be filled up on the basis of the provisbns

of the Recruitment Rules. The applicant alongwith others
were considered and those £5und more -suitabfewere appointed,

We do mot find any illegality or infirmity in the aatfsn

of the respondents,

5. In the result, finding no merit in the application

the application is dismissed leaving the parties to bear

their own costs,
Dated the 14th d.y of February, 2000

J.L., NEGI
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMB:=R




