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Sentral admindstrative Tribunal
Jabalpur Bench
l. Ca 10.,452/1099
2+ On NO,791/1499 !
3+ 0A No.794/1999

Jabalpur this the 31st day of Cetober, 2003.

Hou'ble i, shanker Faju, Hembor (J)
Pon'ble e, seryeshwor Jhia, Hember (i)

Cix J10..45.2/1999

Purusiottam Barman ~applicant

(Hone far applicunt)

O Ho.791/1999
Hiralel sen -4pplicant
(Hone for applicant)
O 110.794/1999
(shri Om lemdev, advocate far applicant)
- Versus..

vnion of India and others -Responaents

Uy «dvecate - Hone
Y

O KD ER (k)
Hu, chonker kaeju, Member (J) s

oS the issue reised in the present Cas is common
Caundad on slmilar set of facts and uestion of law, the

feme are bednyg ddsposed of by thic common order under

:@1les 15 and 16 of the Central Administrative Tribunals

(Frccequre) ules, 1987.

2e agplicants who are employed on casual bacis as
Wireoon and Hali had coptinued for about five years on
cnhunced @uily wiages., Thelr services have been dispensed

with, (iving rise to the present O,

3. It is contended on behalf of applicants that despite
fulfilling all the eligibility requirements meant for the

posts applicants though continued on daily wages have not

Peen convidered for regularisaion which vielates the
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ratio laig dovn by the hpex Court in State of Haryand
v. Piera Sindh, AIR 1992 SC 21304, It is further stated
that despite aveilability of posts respondents are not

considering applicants for re-encigement as uell as
recularisation,
4de The respondents on the otl =r hand vehemently

opposed the contentions and have raken @ contradictory
stand;wher eas sometime it has be-:n referred to that
applicants had been appointed on casual basis and at two
places it has been stated that tre engagement_of applicants
was on part time pasis, It is £r.rtleer contended that
part time contractual employees are not entitled for
recularisation, Reforring to £¢€° decisions of the

Madhya Pradesh High Court in Wei - Petition No.2763 of

1995 decided on 29.0.97 - Ramsiya vistwakerma v. Union

of India and Writ betition No .3324 of 1995 -~ kavi sShanker
sherma v. Director, Navoda;ral;lidyalaya decided on 292497,

it is contended that part time employees are not entitled

for regularisation or re-instatcment.

5 We have carefully considired the rival‘pleadincﬁ

on recorde. Thouch respon.ents rave referred to applicants
as part time employces, consist.atly in their pleadings

a stand has been taken that app'icants had been appointed
as casual labours on fixed wage’ and such contingent
employees are engaged only on p<t time pasis. In this
view of the matter the contentio’t pat-forth by applicants
that they had been appointed on casuadl basis has not breen
specifically controverted and as such has been deemed to
pbe established. For a'casual :-bour to be considered fcr
regularisation covernment of 1y ia*s instructions contained
in DOPT OM gated 7 . +1988 prescribe condition for

absorption against roup ¢p! post. Moreover, in the light
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of the decision of the Apex Pourt ip Fiara singhtg Case

‘;‘

A (supra) where Casual workers contimeq for long periog

by accorg of certificate fror, the conc ened authorities

thouch not acce eding to the Leqgquest of applicants for

re-instatement, We partly aliow these OAs with the

iteria ;aid down under the

. relevant Tules meant for the posts. It is also observed

claim for T'e-engagyement shal; be considereqd in Preference

to outsiders, freshers and juniors, With these directiops

OAs are disposed of . No Costs,

Let a copy of this orgdar pe Placed in the Case

£ile of each case, "

S [ -

(sarveshwar Jha) SN (Shanker R Ju)
Member (a) . Menb er (J)

lsan.l
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