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The appl iCSntj Cl.^-'iiJ'S ne liau ueen cPiydycu cio

riaiici RSCGIpu Dj TVGi i Oi Vai lUuS I-Jci iUOo L^cuwewi)
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Public WOi'kS DGpaPtniGnts DuPIPiy 1980 he also WOPKcu *1 Pi

BOPijcP rSndng Division aPiCi aPi aSSUPSnCS had beSH glVSH

1 » 4* l-v I* r". t—. »«. .-~J i'\ "f" 1—.
uy L'lie 1 eo^/unuei Iuo oei V Wuu I u ue

PSgU iaPlSGu. IS aggneveo

regularising nis services tne re3ponueiiL.s nave ins^Bau
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they had a need for Drivers on a temporary oasis they nau
■  » > ^ ^ ^ M I** ■% .*- *

obtained quocaxions I rom Vai lOuo eOin..i ai^owi =. anu L,iiuoe

who offered lowest quotations were y^v'sn one woi k oioef .

The applicant had been engaged by the Contractors. So

Tar as nhe respcndsni/S ai c kuncci ncu oiicy iiau niauc;

paVn^iSPitjS vPily tu "Chc QoOOi ^ cxi iu q i t payiilci i oo t-O Lril^-

appiican'C were a niatter beuv/eon The kuiioi awuOi aiiO uiic:

applicant. iney alSu Stauc oi iclu oitc nnpuywcu Oi Utn io

on i y an oroer oT appu inTPnenb vj o. icygujai Oi ?vei cii iu ui ie

conseQuenx. intiniauion to tne cohui actoi uiiac one oci y luco

OT The appliCaiiT W6re no longer recjuired.

T  '"t. t » t-" 4" -"v r f T O l~. t-> — O j I t"
o. j. nav?? ncai u one o/wunoe i . oni i oUi nluei
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wao a inei c uainuuj layej a omur\e our een anu a ver i wr i iun
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iciaoiunonip ucoween one ciupiuyei anu oi ie enrpruyec uuuiu

ue ureai ly v{C)uai ic»eu, nuwcvei on!C> ro u i nu ava' i oU

The case ot The applicant, in Secretary, riaryana STate

r-T - .-.4-1-4 4 4-1 / n.-..-. t-.J .-> 1-. .-; nii-v-M-.-. /■c. \ 4-1-^-. ^ u, - ̂  ,^4. ^ « ,-.4^cieuoi luroy Duar u anu ubnero \,oupi ay one o.*ui>e! v d o K;no ul

.tu,^ n-.r-i'KT--. 4?^-4.^ ^4?
Une nun uic uupr cnic uuui o were uadeu un oi ic lauoe ui one

case as deterniined by tne Laoour winch encjuired into the

puesTion 'wheThsr There was any geriuirne contract

pfevai I irty. Tii iS Tf ibunai , OH one Othei" hand, lil

j uu I u r d I rev i ew udirirub yu niou a uOnbiOVeiSy OH ulSpUted

tacbS as one respondents have denied the subniiss*''"*"^r und uI
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4. It is 6.1 so Scci'i from inS order, st

Annexurs-AI that a regular Driver has been appointed

resulting in the termination of the engagement or the

applicant albeit through the contractor. In a similar OA

551/S8, (h'arbir Singh Vs. Union of India & Others)

Annexure R—3 trhe Tribunal neld in similai iacus anu

circumstances, where drivers were engageo througn ui ie

contractor, that no relief could be afforded as ic was

not shown chat any vacancies were ava.) labie. in uniS

case also the applicant does not even allege that, any

regular vacancies ai e ava i lable agcs jnsi. one

dpiJi io.ano euUiu uc euilo iuci eu.

6. The applicant lias also contended that one ot

the persons with lessor service and similarly engaged by

the applicants has since been regularised, however in

this case the rsspondents have stated that he has been

J T ... u. T .d-,- nnn j-i--. k .c j +
ciiyaycu ayaiiiao a vaeaney ava i lauic i ui udu, one ncnei lo

—"P j « in •• .-n In .n m .n •?» in e*. »•« n » » .~u jn ^ -•», 4" In in .n »n »n T n -n, in
wnivw»! i '^annuo uc yivcii oU unc i i ̂ an u.

£? " tn 'n in en .n >—. < i H »n '.n n. ^ m »n m in *n ̂  n ..>1 n tn t * ̂  n, f.n in
.  XI! '.vMC I COU I ^ J ao L.MC I lurjl I UO UIOI-/UUC l/MC

conteiiticin oT the applicant that his engagement is in the

tn j-i X I I y- n .n ̂  n " 0" n. .n X m T m t f—.". in en X X In n "T* »-nln£ »ftninT .nnmtnjnX ninXn^n
naouie m a uiiceo ciiip i uyiiicnt, one m luUnai eannuo cnoci

into a.ny controversy regarding disputed facts, by

appreciating the evidence produced by either party. !he

in in T n n. .P rn nv I r .ni In X .P vn ̂  In H / X In m n *n m T •! -n .n in X X In m n. .P in .n n in in in .n "i* In n
ici icf i:>uuyiit/ f UI kjy unc aiJjJi iuanu uiiciciuic uamiuu u^'

grsntsciF AccoruinoTy the OA is uisnnsssd. No costs»
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