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[ : BANGALORE BENCH
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o ’ - Second Floor,
Commerciel Complex,
Indiranagar,

Bangalore-38,

Dated: r TJAN‘(qqq_

KPPLICATION NO(s) 521 of 1993

RPPLICANTS: G, sounder Rajan RESPUNDENTS=Secretary.Ministry of
Finance,NDelhi & Others.
T0. -

l. - Sri.M.Madhusudan,Advocate,
No.844,Upstairs,Fifth Block,
. Rajajinagar,Bangalore-10.

2. Accountant General in Karnataka,
(Accounts & Entitlements),
Bangalore.

3. : Sri.G.Shanthappa, Addl.Central
Govt.Stng.Counsel,High Court Bldg,
- Bangalore-1. '

SUBJECT:-'ForOarding‘of copies of the Ordeys passed by
the Central Administrafive Tribunal,Bangalore,
: : | = XXX ' B

Please find enclosad hereuith a copy of the
AURDER/STKY~0RDER/INTERIN»DRDER/, Passed by this Tribunal
in the above mentioped application(s) on 03-12-1993.
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. J  CENTRAL ADWMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE BENCH

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NUMBER 521 OF 1993

DATED THIS T4E 3RD DAY OF DECEMBER,1993

vir .Justice P.K,Shyamsundar,  ..Vice-Chairman.
And

tlr. V.Ramakrishnan, .. tlember(A).

C.Sounder Rajan,
S/o C.Cninnaswany,
. Agec 34 years, re51dent of
. No.2671, ii.A.L.II Stage,
17tin hain, IV Cross, Indiranayar,
Bangalore- -560 008. : C .. Applicant.

- {By Advocate il.riadhusudan;
V.

1. Tne Union of India,
represented by its Secretary,
iinistry of blnance,

New Delhi.

2. Comptroller and Auditor General
of India, No.10, bahadursha Zafar wmarg,
new Delhi-110 002.

3. Thg Accountant General in Karnataka,
{Accounts & Entitlement),Bangalore.

~4. Accountant General in Karnataka .
{Auait-1}, Karnataka, Bangalore. . .. Respondents.

{ By Stauding Counsel siri G.Shanthappaj.
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1?;:“5Q5%\11r.5ustice P.K.Snyamsundar,Vice-Chairman:
p MV [ASES \\ .
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diég, T\, We nave heard both sides at the stage of aduission itself.

A\ | |
Cﬁg} are satisfied that there is no merit in this application

I
QQﬁ% )) amd therefore, we propose to dismiss it in limine for the follow-
J

o~ 5:'/. ot . . . .. .
L /ffgg reasons. The applicant wants his service in Group-D cadre
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in the local Accountant General's office be reygularised and
he is treated as Group-D official from 1-4-1984 wnen ne started
working on a temporary basis and continued as sucn right upto

to 1987, after which he took a break and according to him that
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was necessary because he was not well and when he recouped his.

health went back to the office of the Accountant General on

4-8-1987 to pick the thread but was denied the Opportﬁnity of

working.

2. He made a series of representations, copies are produced
at Annexures A to D, F & G in wnich the main thrust is that
nis services should have been regularised and there being no
response ne has cowme to us for relief. But, we notice that
one of tne representation was actually turned down as per
Annexure-ii datea 8-7-1991. Lt was pointed out that ne dic not
qualify for regularisation because he had not served tne depart-
ment for a minimuu period of 200 days as enjoined by tne relevant
Scneme. The endorsement at Annexure-b reads -

"Witn reference to his representation dated
16-10-1990 addressed to tne Couwptroller and Auditor
General of India, wnew yelpi, Sri C.oounder Rajan is
hereby informed thnat since hie had not served for the
winimuw periof of 2Ub days in eachof the preceeding
two years as casual lavourer, ne was not considered
for regular appointient as Group-b."

Tihie very endorsement 1is reiterated in tne objection statement.
A detailed reference is made to tne nuwber of days the applicant

had worked all of wnich indicates that he had not worked for

a ininiwum period of 2006 Gays whica would qualify him for staxing

Ny e N . . .
¢ qus claiam for regyularisation in uroup-U category.

s

3. 1t dis now not cenied by tihe learned counsel for the
épplicant that tne computation of tne service rendered by the
applicant nas been properly coaputed, with tie result he cannot
now say tnat he is duly qualified for'regularisatiOu under the
Scneie in guestion and tnerefore the prayer for regularisation
as iiade in his application is clearly untenable. Since no other

ground is raised or urged, we reject tunis application at the
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admission stage itself.

4, But, then  learned counsel tells us ﬁhat even to-day
the applicant is  prepared to go and acpept work ‘as‘ casual
labourer with the 'iocal Acbountaht General. We are sure if
he goes to the said office and makes the necessary application
seekinyg opportunity to work as a casual lébourer, the appfoprite
authority would ;espond’subject to availability‘of wofk. Under
tne circuwmstances ne would do well to approach . the aﬁthorities

and seek for employment opportunity as aforesaid. o costs.
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