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IN THE CEI1TRAL A[1MHH3TRATIVE TRIEUHAL 1 ._1 AI FUR BEH<::H 1 JAIPUR. 

15.3.~001 

MuJ:andi ·Lal Meena, 2./(• 2.h. Eac:'.:hchu Lal Meena, R,' c. 2 awai 

Gat.:.re, D'istt •. Jaii:·tir, wc.rJ:ing as Class IV employee in 

the O/c C0rnmissi0ner of Income Tax, Jaipur • 

• • •. Applicant. 

vs. 
1. Union of India thr0ugh the Secretary, Mini. 0f Finance, 

Deptt~ of Income Tax, New Delhi. 

2. Chief Commiasi0ner of Inc0me Tax Rajasthan, Jaipur. 

3. Income Tax Officer (Public Relation), Jaipur • 

••• Respondents. 

'v •· Mr~Mukesh Kumar - Counsel for the applicant. 

Mr.Gaurav Jain- Fr0xy of Mr.N.Y.Jain, C~unsel for respbndents. 

CORAM: 

Hc·n'tle Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member 

Hon'ble Mr.N.P.Nawani, Ad~inistrative Member. 

PER HGN'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

In this Original Application filed under Sec.19 of the 

Adm in ist rat i ve Tr itunals A..:::t, 198 .:. , the ar:·pl icant maJ:es a 

prayer tc· quash· and eet aeide the .:·:r:der c;f t~rminati.:.n ;:.f 

sei:vices c.f the apr,.licant w.e.f~ 1.11.96 ·and tc· d.irect the 

respondents to reinstate the applicant with all consequential 

benefits. 

2. Facts of the case as stated by the applicant are that 

the ar,plicant was engaged as Gr0up-D employee w.e.f. 1.5.93 in 

the Income Tax Department and was paid Rs.32/- per. day. It is 

stated that vac~ncies for Clase IV employees in the Inc0me Tax 

der:.artment was adr1ert ised v ide ad7ert isemen t dated :2 9 .11. 98 , 2 \ 
0 

but the appl !cant was not called f.:.r interview. It is further 

r~~l.~ stated that tne applicant filed C•.A t~c .•. :.1.::/~1 6 t.efc.re this· 

Trit.unal which was decided C•n 3.12.9(:, with the directic·n to 

the respc1ndents t.:. decide/dispi:.se of the rei;:.resentati0n. The 
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applicant filed the representation but the same was not 

decided/dispc0sed of and the advertisement was issued for 

filling up cf 8 vacancies of Class IV employees. It is stated 

that the · terminati0n of the services of the applicartt is 

illegal, void and having the effect 0f breach of the 

pr.:0v isi eons of Sec.~=· ( f) of the Industrial [•ispu tes Act and the 

applicant is entitled to hav-: his services regulari.sed with 

all tact wages. Theref0re, the applicant haa filed thd 0.A for 

the relief as above. 

') -. Reply was filed. In the reply it i.s stated that the 

applicant w~s engaged as contingent casual labourer and he was 

never appcint~d as Group-D employee in the respc.ndents' 

department. It is also stated that vacancies were advertised 

to fill up 8 pests of Chotidar and names were sponsored by the 

Employment E~change and the persons who had directly applied 

were alsc. 1::onsidered. But the applicant has neither applied 

directly nor his n~me wae sponsored by the Employment Exchange 

therefore, the name of the applicant was not ccnsidered for· 

appointment against Group-D post. It is stated that the 

~revisions 0f Seci.25(f) Gf the Industrial Disputes Act are not 
I.. 

Y.:~ applicable in this .::ase as the applicant was a ·:::·:·ntingent 

casual worker. Therefore, the applicant has no case for 

interference by this T~ibunal and the O.A dev0id of any m~ri.t 

is liable to be dismis.sed. 

4. Heard the learned counsel for the parties foi.· final 

disposal at the stage of admissio~ and perused the whole 

record. 

5. llndisputedly, the applicant was engaged as .::c.ntingent 

. ~ . cae.ual wc.rJ:er whc. did 

-~ als·:· clear that in (1.A 

n0t come to work after 1.11.96. It is 

tc the applicant to file repre~entation before respondent No.~ 

within ~ .weel:s whc will decide the same within c·ne mc0nth. The 

. --I 
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applicant filed representatic.n but n·:·t deciding,'disposing of 

the representation filed by the applicant c.r n.:·t deciding/ 

disposing c.f the representatic·n in favour .;:.f the 3.pplicant 

d0es not give rise a right to the applicant fer appointment on 

Group-D post in response to the adv~rtisernent dated 29.11.93. 

It is not the case c1 f the applicant that he submitted his 

application in pursuance 0f the ad?ertisement dated 29.11.98 

and the same was not considered by the respc.ndents. The 

applicant had w.:.rJ:ecl only as a cc0 ntingent casual worl:er who 

did not w0rk after 1.11.96. N0 temporary status wae conferred 

to the applicant and l)e was nc•t J'entitled fc.r regularisatic.n as 

per the facts and circumstances of this caee. Therefore, the 

applicant wh0 was nc.t considered in pursuance of the 

ad?ertisement dated :29.11.~1 2. f•:ir filling up the Grc.up-D p.:.zt 

does not entitle him to the relief sought for. 

6. Therefore, in our considered opinion, the applicant has 

no ca~e for interference by thi~ Tribunal and the O.A devoid 

of any merit is liable to be dismissed. 

7.. We, therefore, diemiss the O.A having no merit with no 

order as to costs. 

(N.P.Nawani) 
~· · (S.K.Agarwal) 

Member (A). Member (J). 


