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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR S
i;. . ! t

TO.A.No 254/99 "h” - ; : ' ‘Date of order. 2.4 S?ﬁxzﬂr\

Abdul‘Samad Khan, S/o Shr1 Abdul Mas1d Khan, work1ng l'-;

under Telecom Manager, Sawa1madhopur'

’

S :\ - :_“' L ...Appllcant.

o i o v vs,
| - . o e K T
1. | Union of, India - through Secretary, .Mini. of . X

"Communication, Deptt of Telecommunlcatlon, Sanchar

\

~ . ™

Bhawan, New Delh1.
‘2}': . Chief General Manager, Telecommunicaion, Jaipur."
3% ! TélecOm,Qistrict'ManagerQ:SaWaimadhopur. -

A

;,.Respondents.

“Mr;Shlu Kumar ] - o SN Counsel for applicant -
'Mr,Bhanmar‘Bagrl)if -T ! ;:-for respondentsx | i

| "Mr.:D‘li.'K.lSAw.amy)’ . Lo . g
CORPT'M:";. IR e

-~

f \ Lo Voo ' -

Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member.i

Hon'ble Mr. S A, T.Rizvi, Adm1n1strat1ve Member.

\ .

PER IHON BLE MR S. K AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.
In thlS 0.A f11ed~under Sec l9 of the ATs Act, 1985,

A‘the appllcant makes a prayer (i) to quash and set as1de the

~ ~

| order dated 3l 8. 98, (11) to dlrect the respondents to

.

*confer temporary status ‘to the appl1cant as per oM dated

B B N 88 (Annx .A3) ‘and oM dated lO 9 93 (Annx B4) wie.f. the

year_l985 and»(ll;)_to.d1rect the respondents to revise the

pay:of the applicant in the light of the‘OMs (Annx.A3 & A4)

(e i

as referred above..

2. j:‘ Facts of the case as’ stated by the applicant are

. that the appllcant was 1n1t1ally engaged as casual Drlver 1n

'
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the year 1984 bat hlS serv1ces were termlnated in the year

1985. The7~appllcant challenged the sa1d term1nat10n and -
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thereafter he was taken on duty 1n pursuance of the award/

7

order dated 29.5. 92 in the year 1993..It is stated that

’.thereafter - the appllcant- flled ‘many representations for

‘conferring temporary status and regularisation- of his
_services but K nothing was . done. It- is stated that the -

applicantl has completed 240"days jservfce in 'a_ year,

"therefore, he is’ entitied to. temporary: 'Status and -

P Y

“regularlsatlon as per OMs dated e 7 88 ‘and 10. 9 93. It is
Nt

stated that the applicant 'filed OA No.509/97.before this

- Tribunal and this Tribunal gave directions to decide the

|- -

representation but the»representatiOn.was rejected.by the
reSpondents vide the 1mpugned order dated 31.8.98.' It

' stated that Vacancy of~ Drlver ex1st bu't - Stlll the appllcant

Al 4

l nelther been conferred temporary status nor he has been

regularlsed Therefore, the appllcant.flled this O A for the

) - .has

- . ! . d e .
reﬂlef as above.uA : o : : L

3.55' Reply was filed. It is stated in the reply that the.
- - 'appllcant was engaged ‘on: daily wage bas1s therefore h1s
cla1m 'for‘ regularlsatlon/regular' scale of pay/temporary
P . :status is baseless:hIt 1s'furthe& stated that)the schemes’as
'referred by the applicant are notvapplfcable‘in the-case'of
‘fthT appllcant and the representatlon flled by the appllcant-
1.ﬁas\.con51dered on 'merlts»:and Jnas rlghtly ,rejected'

Therefore, the applicant has no case. - o | ,

KY

4, Heard the learned counsel for the ‘parties. and also
. ! . . - .
perused the whole record.\lly\ o Lo |
5. The scheme as referred by the appllcant at Annx.A3-

! :,f'and Annx.A4 ares not appllcable in' the ~1nstant case. A

detailed and speaking.orderrhas.been passed by the competent

”aJthority while disposing of the representation filed by the

. applicant and 'categoricaliy held' that the schemes .as

&
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has been held 1n State of Hlmachal Pradesh’ Vs.
‘Nerma,

7.

.the case of- the appllcant.

'w1th ‘no order as to costs. ' ‘ B ! S -
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rred in this O.A are not applicable in the case of the

appl

-

herf'entitled to;‘temporary status' nor"-reguiarisation;
.on a’ pmrusal of the reply, 1t appears that the

appllcant was glven an opportunlty to part1c1pate in the

v

'"process of selectlon for the vacant post of- Drlver meant for

'

outs1ders but the appllcant dld not avall that opportunlty.,

6. - labour be after

v

A casual can regularlsed only

=ct1on as per the scheme framed by the department. Merely

!

of serv1ce as casual labour cannot/ make one" a: regular

— - N

The”’ quest1on;of.regular1sat10n of.such,workers depend
. , L ) - ) : , .

hand-
if any.

I . - N '

recruitment jrules "and government policies’
. mEkER 2 : : 1€

cannot"giVe’-direction to 'regularise’ such
casual labourers de—horse the rules/government pol1cy as it
| . -

"Suresh Kumar

~ A

1996(2) SLR 321.,, _*:,

\

thelapplicant was only engaged

‘ In the 1nstant case,-

N
l
fcasual Dr1ver on da1ly wage bas1s ~and the schemes ‘as.’ -

icant hence according to these schemes, the applicant'ls’

~.The

-

reéerred by the appllcant 1n thlS O A are not appl1cable—1n/

~

Therefore,

Tand c1rcumstances of th1s case and settled legal pos1t10n,.

\ .

‘the appllcant is not ent1tled to be conferred a temporary

'status and he 1s not entltled to any regularlsatlon on the*

post of ‘Driver. Therefore, the appllcant has no. case’ for

. . ! \

1nterference by th1s Trlbunal and tnls 0. A dev01d of any
4

mer1t is llable to be dlsmlssed ' -
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8;' therefore, d1sm1ss thlS 0.A hav1ng no nmrlts

(C .A.T. RlZVl) o .
nber (a). 7-«, o '_" o . Member.KJ):W‘
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