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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

CA_517/87, . Dt. of Order:19-7-93,

Mohd ,Ahsan
X ..Rpplicant

Vs,

1. National Geophysical Research
Institute, Hyderabad, rep. by its
Administrative Officer, Hyd-500 007, . _

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri_M.Suréhder Rao

Counssl for the Regpondents @ Shri Chenna Basappa Desai,
: 5C for NGRI .

CORAM: .
THE HON'BLE SHRI A.B.GORTHI : MEMBER (A)
'THE HON'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY : MEMBER (2)

(Order of the Divmn. Bench passad by Hon'ble
Shri A.B.Gorthi, Membsr (A) ).

The applicant was appointed by the Director,

National Geophysical Resaarﬂﬁ”;héptitute (NGRI), Hyderabad

on consolidated pay of Rs.400/- pm to assist Dr.Sri BEghmaji
Rag in his work iq&he dispensary. The expenditurse on -

account of the engagement was debited to "Karimnagar-braject
Expenditure for the year 1983-84", The encagement of ths 4

applicant continued till 14-3-85 when it was terminated

without any notice or without aggigning any reason. The
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applicant's cantention is that similarly situated employses
filed a writ petition in the A.P.High Court and were
consequently re-instated in gervice. Urit Appsal Nn.zgﬁ/ﬂs
to 799/85 were also dismissed by order d£.11-2~87.

Learned counsel Por the applicant thersfore contends that
the applicant has worked for more than 240 days continuously
and écquired temporary status and hi§ services could not
have besen terminated in the manner‘it wvas done by the Rasg-
pondents., Moreover {_similarly situated otkr employees

got the benafit from the Judgement of ths Andhrévpradesh

High Court, The appliéadt herein also deserves to be

reingtated,

2. The Respondents in their counter affidavit
have.mainly contended that the engagement of the appli-
cant was strictly for carrying out the work under the
Karimnagar Project., The sngagemsnt of the applicant
could be terminated without any notice as the engagement
. s e . Tt
of the applicant is pursly on contract basis. Alﬁgpugh
: ‘ e
the applicantkinitially engaged for a period af gix -
months,his engagement was periodically extended till
the date of his discharge. Shri Desai, learned counsel
Por the Respondents has stated that the aforesaid judge-

ment of the Andhra Pradesh High Court would not be appli-

cable to the applicant herein because the applicant was [
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engaged for a project and the same could not be the cass of
the petitionerb £er the aforesaid petitionexs, £

k
Je. We kave heard the lsarned counsel for the sppli-
cant who contends that similarly situated employess uwere

reinstated amd by the Respandent$korganisation,kapplicant

e e mmm www ww we a@ingLaLsu anU CBTAlN80 17 SEervice,
appointment of the
Admittedly the/applicant was on contractual basis. It
. . | . o ‘ . | | ya
is esvident from the Office Memorandum under which the Q)
applicant‘uas engaged and his services were entended
from time to time. It is now will settled that uhere

[~

the employment is on contract basis it cannot be stated ¢
& : ' :

either Temporary or Permansnt and it can be terminated

without notice in the terms of the contractual engaga-'

ment. In this context we are supported by the Judgment

of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the State of Gujarat &

another Vs. P,J.Kampavatlf & others (AIR 1992 SC 1685),

4, - In view of the abuuefggggannot held that the

termination of the services of the applicant is either

irregular or illegal. ' The—fact-however—remeins—that—the

4, S~8-83—+e—14-3=B5, Learnsd counsel bir the Respondents

took a prelimimary cobjection that the applicant has .
approached the Tribunal well beyond the period of limi-
tation,stipulated in saction 21 of A.T.Act, 1985, Al-

L/
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though there is ne satisfactory explanation from the
| .

applicant as regards the delay in{;ﬁ%&ing the 0.A.,

we are of the view that in the circumstances of the

the same v
case/need not come in the way of our examining the

LW

case on merits.

5. Although as élready stated the termination of
the applicant's services cannot be stated to be illegal,
the fPact remains that the applicant served under the
\1-3-9D> S lfhgfgf 5;——*%
Respondents organisation from 4=3=f5 $o—1-4-87,., Learned
3 .
counsel for the applicant prays befese—us that the Respon-
dents may consider re-engaging the aﬁplicant taking into
consideration the services already rendsred by the
applicant. ﬂppbsing tﬁis prayer Shri Desai, lear ned
standing counssel for the Respondentq@tates that there
are already 53 individuals who ars waiting regularisa-
tion/abserption as a result of decisiors sf—the—decigion £
of th@b Tribunal under some 0.A.s. He has also further

- _
stated that madndy Ihera is a ban on employment of.

casual labour. In view of this we dispose of thig 0.A.

with the following diractions to the Respondents :-

(1)after regqularisation/absorption

of the individuals who are presantiy

on tha waiting list, the case of the

applicant can be taksn-up if hse is

QEQEEUiSS eligible for appointment
{- in regular post that falls vacant

in Group C/0) post;

(2)if in the meantime the ban on

oo'.oS'j _



employment of casual labour
is lifted, the applicant's
case may be taken-up for
appeintment oncasual basis.

B The application is disposedwof as above. No
order as to costs. -
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i
(T.CHANDRASEKHAR 6EDDY) A.B.GORTH

Member Member (A)

gatad:19th July, 1993,
Dictated in Open Court,

- ﬂ\ﬂ
avl/ ' Dy. .eglstrar\£ 52’%
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‘Copy tao:-

1. Administrative Officer, Natignal Geophysical Research
Institute, Hyderabad-007,

2. Gne copy to Sri. M.Surender Rao, advocate, plot No.5-C,
Bagh Amberpet, Ourgabai Deshmukh colony, Hyd.

3, One copy to Sri. C.B.Desai, SC for NGRI, CAT, Hyd.
4. Cne copy to Library, CAT, Hyd,

e One spare COpPY .
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