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'“*l_r IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENEH

AT HYDERABAD

. * Rk
0.A. 453/95. < ———— o
T T me~dednn 2 13-06297.
1, C.Venkatesh 15, Susheela I
2. D.Narsing Rao 16, A,Subhadra
3. M.Srinivas 17. T.Ramulamma
4, M,Sreedhar 18, V.Narshing
5. N.Yadav Rao 19. P.Anjaiah
6. C.Krishna 20, T.Y¥adaiah
7. G.Erinivas 21, B.Ashok
8. P.Narshing 22. G.Krishna
9. P,bkaxman 3, M,Shamrao
10.P, Ramesh 4. R.Raju
11.K.Kistaiah 25. E.Venkatesh’
12.Eswaramnma.N. 26, K.Ramulu
13. Kousalya.N 27. T.Shankaraiah
14 . Mzllamma.G. ' .. Applicants,
Vs

1. The Governmert of India,
Mindstry of Defence, New Delhi
Rep. by its Secretary.

2. The Director General,
Defencé Research and Development
Organisetion, New Delhi.

3. The Dieector,
Defence Elestronics Research
Laboratory, Chandrayanagutta, ‘
Hyderabad. ‘ .. Respondents,

Counsel for the applicants s Mr.S.Laxma Reddy

Mr.V.Rajeswara Rao for
Mr.N.V,Ramana, Addl,CGSC,

-4

Counsel for the respondents

CORAM: '

THE HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN MEMBER (ADMN. ).
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ORDER

4

Heard Mr.S.laxma Reddy, learned counsel for the applicant

and Mr.V. Rajeswara Rao for Mr.N.V,Ramana, learned counsel for

the respondents.

2. There are 27 applicants in this OA. They submit that
they were recruitted gs Casual Labour[éiiing various spells and
some of them have completed more than 15 ygaribof service and
others thougﬁ less than 15 yearsfall of them[scmpleteq more than
5 years of service. The service particulars gre given at Page-16

of the 0A. This Annexure gives the date of joining, qualification

and age etc., The applicants submit that the procedure of
regularising them in the posts have been gtipulated in OM,No.
49014/18/84-Estab1ishment {C) dated 7-5-85 by the Mipistry of
‘Personnel and Traiming, Administration, Reforms and Public
Grievances and Pensions (Department of Personnel and Training).
Subsequently another OM was issued bearing No,49014/2/86-Estt.-C
dated 7-6-88 laying down procedure for regularisation of the
casual employees ,ecruited during ban period or otherwise, One
of the conditions in the said memo was that the employees shoeuld
have been sponsored through employment exchange. But that conditi
was relaxed gnd a memorandum was issued by R~1 by his Memo No.(901
4/90-Establishment (C) azted 8-4~91 giving exgmption to the casu

employees, who were engaged prior to 7-6-88 permitting the

regularisation of casual employees ,ven thoiéh they were not
E sponsored by through thqemployment exchange, In spite of the
fact that they have completed long years of service and the Dire
has also agreel to collect the information of all casual laboure
who were employed and wmx asking for consideration for regulari
of serﬁice_in terms of the above said circularywvge adequate act
was taken in this regard. It is also.stated that all applicant

including others were issued individual call letters directing

them to produce the necessary document: mentioned therein in Le
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“\’ No. DLRL/410009/92 dated 19-2-93 with the [stipulation to submit

their relevant information on cr before 5-3-93, The applican%;
howewes khxy #xx submitted thaet all the documents as called for
in that letter, It is further submitted that recently some
emplygyees were issued orders of the regular sppointment on 7-1-95
_whgreas'the applicants herein were not given the benefit of
regularisation or appointrment nor yere ikxxs given the bencfit
of 1/30th of pay of regular scales of pay though they are engaged
in regular nature of job under R-3. They had worked for 240/206
d#ys in an year and they are fully eligiblecﬁgi qualified for

regularisation of their services either zs g Group~D or Group~C

posts ggainst which they are working or against other suitable postam

3. This CA is filed praving for a declazration that the
action of the respondents in not regularising the services of

the applicants herein into regular Group~D posts or any other
suitsble posts in terms of C.M.No.49014/2/86-Establishment-€
dated B-4-91 and also not paying them thﬁ}egular scales pf pay

is arbitrary and for a consequential direction to the respondents
to regularise théQServices in Group~D or in any otheflsuitable

posts with all consequential benefits,

4, The respondents have filed their reply, Though in
para=2 of the reply it is stated that the applicants herein

ar® not Centrel “overnment Employees and hence the Tribunal has
no jurisdiction to entertain their case§7 (@Eher parag:aphé ShOﬁ#
that they are ‘engaged as Casual workers. The statement is
contradictory. However tﬁe learned counsel for the gespondents
submitted that they are ogsual labourers engaged under the
gepartment, But thef are not fulfilling the qualification
reguired for:regularising them and absorbindthem following

the guidelines of O.M.No.49014/2/86-Estt.-C dated 7~€-88. It is
further%laborated inkhé reply that some of them do not possess
the necegsary educational'qualification and some of the certificat
produced in regard to cducatianal qualification are not genuine

and some of them have not produced educational qualification.
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Cne of fhe applicanﬁgverification report is pending with the
District Educational Officer. <%t is also stated that xkex there
are no vacancy for regularisation cf the applicants as the
Laberatory had only few Group~D vacancies haé-required minimum
q}wx&}gjimax; 8th standard pass. yThe present OA is filed praying for 4
direction to the respondents to regularise the services of
the applicants herein in accordance with law.[{It is not the
éase of the applicantsthat they should ba regularised sven if
they do not possess the necessary qualification. They themselves
statefl that they possess the necessary qualification. In view
of that when the respcndents themselves admit that they will
regularise their cases in accordance with lafz ?Egifurther
question srises in this OA, 1If the case of the applicants are
being rejected for want of qualificaticn and for other reasons
then the applicants have a right to challenge that order as and

ety
CA to engage them considering other issues in regard to the

when it Er{ses. ﬁhey cannot now ask - for a declaration in this
educational qualification etc., Such a prayer cannot be countanenc
in this CA as that will_arise onIYLFhehcaseg;:&;ejected for
regularisation,and-tnrﬂﬂ::t_dat#ZThe learned ceunsel for the
respondents submitted that the case of the applicants for
regularisatién will be conesjidered in accordance witﬁ rules, ;f
the applicants are not yregularised so far they shoqld‘now submit

a representation tc the respondents to regularise them in view of
the submission herein queting the previous correspondance wherein
they had submi¢ted the required documents to the respondents,

It is needless to gay that the respondents on receipt of the
representations will dispose gﬁftheéz;n accordance with law., If
the spplicants yre going to be aggrieved by the reply to be given

to th&Arepresentations for' rejecting xkhmyxxEus their cases for

A/ | .5
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regularisation then they may gpproach thqﬁudicial forum if so

advised in accordance with law/rule.[/Hence, this OA is disposed

of noting the submission of the respondents' counsel that all

the applicants herein will be considered for regularisation in
gccordance with rule as and when their turn comes.ﬂbﬁhe respondents

themselves admit that they will be cdnsidered,no further order
is required s this OA is filed mainly for the purpose éf
declaring tiEw that they are eligible for regularisation.
Though thg applicants prayea in this OA for paying regular
scales of pay it is nét cle#r ac to the intention in asking
that relief, It is upto themz;:ke the intention clear to

the respondents and the respondents will gecide if they approach

them in accordance with law, NoO costs,

(R. RANGARAJAN) o

MEMBE R { ADMN. ) .

, /%“4 53447

Dated : The 13th June 1997. g+ ey (3
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Dictated in the Open Court)
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COpy’to:~ _

1. The Secretary, Ministry of Defence, Govt., of 1India,
New Delhi.,

2. The Director General, Defence Research and Development
Organisation, New Delhi,

3, The Director, Defence Electronics Research Laboratory,
Chandrayanagutta, Hyd.

4, One copy to Sri. S.Laxma Reddy, advocate, CAT, Hyd.

5. One copy to Sri. N.V.Ramana, addl, CGsC, caT, Hyd.

6. One copy to Deputy Registrar(A), CAT, Hyd.

7. One spare CODPY.
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