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. IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.,

# *x *

Date of pDecisions 28.8.2000
oA 339/2000
Mchan Lal, Safaiwala in Defence Estates, Rajasthan Circle,
Jaipur.

esoe Applicant '
v/s

j Union of 'India through Director of Defence Estates.

Ministry of Defence, Southern Command, Pune.

2. Director General (Adm.Sec.), Defence Estates,

Ministry of Defence, ReK.Puram, New Delhi.
3. Defence Estates Officer, Rajasthan Circle, Khat ipura,

Jaipur.
s+ s Respondents

CCRAM:
BON ‘BLE MR .S « KAGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER

HON'BIE MR.N.P.NAWANI, ABMINISTRAT IVE MEMBER

For the papplicant eee Mr.Shiv Kumar
For the Respondents eoe MreS.S.Hasan
ORDER

PER EX HON ‘BLE MR .S ,K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER

In this A filed u/s 19 of t\he Mministrative
Tribunals Act, the applicant makes a prayer to direct the
resp-orﬁents to consider the case of the applicant for

regular isat ion on the post of Safa’iws-la and further dif:ectiom
are also sought not to‘ terminate the services of the

applicant till £ the regularly selected candidate is

avallab ]:e .

20 In brieéf, thé case of the applicant is that he is

. working on the post of Safaiwala since 1.12.98. He was

init ially appointed as Part-time Safaiwala for 89 days and
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4 Heard the learned counsel for the parties and alse

after giving one day break he was again appointed for 89

' days and in this t«ay the applicant has completed 240 days

- service in one calendar year. It is Stated that regular

work is available with the respondents and xkx® the applicant
is having experience of Safaiwala but he has come to know
that the 'reSpomdents are géing to terminate his services

on the ground that h'is services are not required. Therefoge,

it is stated by f:h‘e applicant that action of the ~respondem:s

in not regularising the =2g® services £ the applicant is
illegal arbitrary and in xbb violation of Articles i4 and
16 of the Constitution of India. Therefore, the applicant

has filed this CA for the relief as ment ioned above. .

)

‘3. ' Inthe reply it is stated that the applicant is not

entitled to regalarisation on the post of Safa iwala as
there is no sanctioned post ard the applicant was only a
part'v-time_Safaiwala required for 1- 2 hours per day. Thus,
there “is no‘req;uirement of permanent employee for cléaning
the office and as such the épplicant is not mxksixEd entitled

to the relief sought for.

. perused the whole record.

Se cm the perusal of the averments made by the parties
it becomes abundant ly clear that the appl;\c ant was engaged
only as part-time Safaiwala purely on temporary basis and on
a fixed remuneration. . Inz.t iallythe applicant was appointed
for 89 days ard the reafter he was again engaged after some
break. It is stated by the respondents that the serQices
of the applicant cannot be extended béyond 26s8.2000. In

viey of the facts of this case aml the settled legal positic
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that a part-time casual labour is not entitled for regularisa-
tion, we ar=s of the cons ide:eé opinior;, that the applicant
is ﬁot ent it led to regularisation because he was engaged as
part-time Safaidala and thers is no sanctioned p.osé for this
purpose and no work is availéble fox:‘the post with the
depa;;-trrent. However, wé obseﬁe that in case any partetime
Safaiwala is engaged in future, the candidature of the
app.licant may also be coﬁs idered by taking into consideration

his experience gained on the post of gsafaiwala.

6 With the above observations, this OA is disposed <.

at the stage of admission. No order as to costs.

- (N .P JNAWANI). ‘ : (S .K.AGARWAL)

MEMBER (A) MEMBER (J)



