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· IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE 'TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR,. 

* * * 
Date of Decision: 28.8.2000 

OA 339/2000 

Mchan Lal~ Safaiwala in Defence Estates, Rajasthan Circle, 

Jaipur. 

•• e ,Applicant 

V/s 

1. unio~ of India through Director of Defence Estates, 

2. 

3. 

CORAM: 

MiniStry of Defence, Southern command, Pune .. 

Director General (Adm.sec .. ), Defence Estates, 

Min ist cy of De fe nee, Roe K. Puram, New De lh i .. 

Defence Estates Officer, Rajasthan Circle, I<hat ipura,. 

Jaipur. 
• •• Respondents 

!®ON 1 BLE MR ,PS • K.A.GARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HON 'BLE MR .N .P .NAWANI" A~UriiNISTRAT IVE· MEMBER 
' ' 

For the APPlicant .. . . Mr .shiv Kumar 

For the Respondents ••• Mr .s .s .a a san 

PER BIN HON 'BLE MR .S .-K.AGARW&L, JUDICJ1~L MEMBER 

In this Of\ filed u/s 19 of the Mminist rat ive 

Tribunals Act, the applicant makes a prayer to direct the 

resporrlents to consider the case of the applicant for 

regular isation on the post of Safaiwala and furtre r direction: 

are also sought not to termipate the ser:vices of the 

applicant till:.te the regular;Ly'selected candidate is 

available. 

2. In brief, the case of the applicant is that ·he is 

worl_{ing on the post of safaiwala since 1.12.98. He.was 

initially appointed as Part-time Safaiwala for 89 days and 
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after giving one day break he was a_gain appointed for 89 

days and_ in this way the applicant bas completed 240 days 

service in OOf? calendar year. It is stated that regular 

work is avail~ble with the respondents, and tilx:a th~ applicant 

~ having experience of Safaiwala but he bas come to know 

that the respondents are going to terminate bis ·services 

on the ground that his services are not required. Therefoee, 

·it is stated by the applicant that act ion of the respondents 

in· not regularisi.ng the sa services c£ .the applicant is 
- \ 

illegal, arbitrary and in :oiJO violation of Articles 14 and 

16 of the Constituthn of India. Therefore, the applicant 

bas filed this OA for the relief as mentioned above. 

) 

. 3. In the reply it is stated that the applicant is not 

entitled to .regularisation on the post of Safa iwala· as 
/ -

there is no sanct iooed post and tlle applicant was only a 
I 

part-tine Safaiwala ~quired for 1 - 2 hours per day • ThUS, 

there Fis no· requirement of permanent employee for cleaning 

the office and as sud\ the applicant :Is not R.Z%Uiuil entitled 

to the relief sought for. 

. 4 • Heard the learned counsel for the parties and alse 

,Perused the- whole record. 

5. On the perusal. of the' averments made by the parties_ 

it :becomes abundantly clear that the" appl]cant was engaged 

only as part-time Safaiwala pure'ly on temporacy basis and on 
~ 

a fixed remuneration •. Initiallythe applicant was appointed 
, I 

for 89 day-s an:i thereafter he was ag?- in engaged after some 

break. It is stated by the respondents that the services 

of .the applicant cannot be -extended beyond 26 .a .2 000. In 

view of the facts of this case am the· set.tied legal positic 
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that a part-ti~ casual labour is not entitled for regularis.:l.,..· 

tion, we are of the considered opinion that the applicant 

is not entitled to regular i.Sat ion be causa he was enga<pd as 

part-time Safaiwala and thez:e· is no sanctioned post for this 

purpose and no work is available for the post with the 

department. However, we observe that in case any part-time 

Safaiwala is engaged in future, the candidature of the 
I 

aPPlicant ~y also be considered by taking into conside.rat.i,.on 

his exper~nce gained on the post of safaiwala. 

6. with the above observations, this OA is dis posed cf·. 

at the stage of admi:ss ion. 

M 
(N .. P .NAWANI). 

.ME .MBER (A ) 

\ -

No order as to costs. 

(S ;.K..AGARWAL) 
MEMBER (J). 


