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IN 'IHE CEN'IRAL ADMINIS'IRATIVE 'IFJBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

oat~ of order: 23.11.2000 

OA No.399/2000 & CP Nc.42/2000 

1. Orr Prakash S/c Shri Gopi Dhanka r/o Grall' Chano.sain, Die-tt. 

Tonk. 

2. RaU RaJTI Mal j E /o Shri Radha Ki shan r /o . GraJTI Chandsa:i n, 

Di stt . Tonk • 

3. Ganpat s/o Suwa Lal r/o GraJTI Chand8ajn, Diett. Tonk 

4. Santi w/o PrEJTI Narain r/o GraJTI Malpura, Distt. Tonk 

5. Shyoji e-/c Rajbaj r/o GraJTI AJTibapura, Die-tt. Tonk 

6. Manrhooli w/o Shri Ladu Regar r/o Gram Ghati, Distt. Tonk 

7. Hanu!T'an s/o Shri Gori Mali r/o vHlc-ge Chandsa:in, Distt. Tonk 

8. Devkaran s/o Bhura r/c Village Chandsain, D:istt. Tonk 

9. Brij Raj e/c Shri Shyokaran Gurjar r/o Malpura Distt. Tonk 

. • Applicarite 

Versus 

l. Unicrf of India through the Secr;etary, Ministry of 

Agriculture, Government of Ind:ia, New D~lh:i. 

2. Ind:ian Grass and Fodder Research Institute, Jhans:i. 

3. Western Regional Research Sub-centre, Avika Nagar, Malpura, 

Tcnk. 

• • Respondent e 

Josh, counsel for the applicants 

rjar, counsel for the respondente 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice B.S.Raikote, Vice Chahman 

Hcn'ble Mr. N.P.Nawani, Adm:inietrative Member 

Order 

Per Hcn'ble Mr. Juetice B.S.Raikote, Vice Cha:ir!T'an 

Though the JTICtter is listed in the preliminary stage but with 

the consent of the parties we have heard it finally. 
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2. The learned counsel for the respondents raised serious 

preliminary objections that the present OA is not maintable in view 

of the earlier OA 113/99 which wa~:: dicposed of vide order dated 

20.7 .2000. He eubrrHted that the pres.ent pleadings and the 

pleadinge in the earlier OA are one and the same, therefore, the OA 

.is barred by res-judicata. On the ether hand, the learned counsel 

for the applicants submitted that jn the earlier OA vide order 

date·d 20.7 .2000, the respondents were dire·cted to consider the 

applicants' ca.se for confement of teiPporary statu.s, H the-y are 

found fit, by computing the period of 240 days service in rursuance 

the De'(:ertiPent as IPent i cned in Ann .A9. The learned counsel for the 
\ 

arplicants contended that instead cf consioering the case of the 

applicants in terme of para 8 of the oroer, they have passed the 

present cryptic order stating that in view of the directions of 

this Tribunal, eervices of the applicants are terminated. This 
. . . 

order dated 25th August, 2000 did net direct the terrrination of the· 

applkants. The le>arned counsel fer the applicants also subiPitted 

that the applicants have also filE"d a Contempt Petition for 

di.scbedience cf the oroer of this Tribunal dated 20.7.2000 in OA 

Nc.ll3/99·. The>refore, the principles of res-judicata would net 

respcndente as follows:-

"i) to ccnsjoer the aprlicants for conferment cf temporary 
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c-tatus, if they found fit, by computin-g the pedcd of 240 

Clays service in pursuance of the judgment of Hon'ble the Apex 

Court, as referred above, and the instructions iesuec by the 

Clepartrn:::-nt--c!.~-mentloned in Annexure A/9: 

ii) 1he respondents are also directed to consider the 

applicante- for regulcrisation, in case they are found fit and 

subject to the availability of p:lSts." 

From this it fellows that the DepartiT'ent was required to 

consider, the case of the> applicants by coiT'pt,Yting the> pedod of 240 

days of.serviceo for the purpose cf confeorring tempcrary status to 

them, in the light of the judgment of the Supreme> Court and aleo jn 

the light of the Department's lE?tter vide Ann.A9. From reading of 

Anri.AJ, the impugned ordeor, we find that t.he Department has net 
\ 

applie>CJ its mh10 eo as to considf'r the CeS€' of the aprlicants for 

conferment of temporary status. Instead of that, they have passed a 

crypUc order terminating services of thE' applicants stating that 

this has been done as cirected by this Tribunal. This Tribunal has 

not directed the reepcndents to terminate the services of the 

applica~t vide order cated 20.7.2000. This Tribunal simply directed 

tc· coneider the applicants' case for conferment of teiT'rorary 

status, if they are found fit, by computl ng 240 Clays in pursuance 

of· the judgment of the Apex Court. Therefor·~, this order has been 

p3SSE'O withcut complying with the dire-ctions issued by thjE 

./;;~~-<r::ibunai vide order dated 20.7 .2000. Prima-fade it may amount to 

_./ ··> __ , .. ,-..-e_~,. .. _ c·~N:\empt 
fer not obeying the direction::: of thie Tribunal. The 

~~~ \\ 
·, v\. \ \ 

1 ~~ri;i'l?d counsel for the respondents submit e that perheps under the : ;,_: p . 
r ,,, '• mi:Et~k~-- .-.bel j ef the> respondents had pose-eo thiS crder and 
'1 [-' i i 

·L·i ·\,.., . ·~:~ /;," 

<;:~:~~-U;-:-~:::~(;~-~;;5~¥ ha~. nc intention to disobey the C'rder of thie Tribunal. By· 

~-~/accepting the plea put on behalf of the respondents, we think not 

to inHiate contempt proceedings against the r€'sronoents en thie 

count. At any rate>, we are cf the opinion that the impugned crder 

l 
dated 25th August, 2000 iE liable tc be auaehec being juEt ccDtrary 
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to the direction~ i~~ued by thit= Tribunal· in OA Nc. 113/99 vide 

order dated 20th July, 2000. Hence ~ res~ the order as under:-

"Arplicat kn is allowE'd. The impugned order dated 25th 

August, 2000 is hereby quashed. Meanwhile the respondents 

shall comply with the directions o= this Tribunal issued in 

OA. No. 113/99 vide order dated 20.7.2000 wlthin a period of 

,two months from today. The applicants are entitled to be 

continued t i 11 their case is considered eE' per the directions 

i~sued by this Tribunal vide order 20.7.2000. This order ale-o 

diepose of the separate Contempt Petition filed by the 

in CP No. 42/2000. No. costs. 

Av . 
(B.S JAIKOTE) 

Vice Chairman 


