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2. We have heard the learned counsel for  both

sed the materials available on

which was extended Ffrom time te Lime by separats

o ders. They further claim that they are doing
work of regular nature without any break and that
cancies in the arade of DEO mre

il Sl

full time fresh DEOs and in this haskground the-

nronosed termination of their ser&ices while

Foetaining new recruits ignoring sunerior olaim:z of

&, Opposing the claims, respondents would submit

that the apnlicants wers engaged initially for =ix

months o purely  contractual rReis an a

[543

consal

it

T
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dated remuneration of Re.3800 oom. and that

rhey would not have any claim for regularisation.

Learned ocounsg

sontend that applicant No.1 had worked from 28.8

to 17.1.9
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73.1,98 to 27.8.98, which was extended upto 4.9.098

an the interim directic



vaars as DEO.  He would

no regular

were engaged

¢

the case of the respondsants that

hased on the workload from time

suych  on completion of

the  DEQs who were woirk

and

e

¢
i

assignment

initially fFfor a period of 6

o+

cops  up with the work,

i depending on

not engaged on a regular Dasis

arhaysted the alternative remedies

anc have

theam

presumptl

o

n that thei) sarvioces

terminated of

months

WO

Ffur ther contend that thers

2ICE and
BICI

Lo

which i3

clircumstances

avallable o

wers likely io
their present
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Whereas anblicants No.2Z and 37 have completed 208
days of working 1n the vear 1997-98. That anar i,

rocpandents have annointed as many &% 7 spch  DECs

PR R AN L

heing taken up on saveral subliects by the RICE  on
national economic and soclial issues, Such projects

continue  getll evident from the

subseoguant appointment of DEOs made by tLhe

ney Annexure R-1.

]

hasis aeven though therse were regulay vacancies, as
denided by this Tribunal in the case of Sangseia

556 Nor it is a case like the teachers of Delhil
Admry, appointed on contract basis hut against
regular  wvacapcies as decided by this Tribunal in @
group  of 38 0As (0A No. 673, 674, £78, 679 ete.d on
Fo5. 809, In  the present case sufficient work 1s
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a. Though the work available may
nerannial in nature and would depend. on

availability of future nroiects to bhe offered to

BICP it doms not provide any legal right to the
r@spund@n;« to  subject the applicants to an
arbitrary{;lﬁcrimihatory hiring and Firing
nolicy The apnplicants oconstitute a hulk of
sducated unemployad and have been compelled 1o

he on contract bhasis hecause of unecual

bargaining powers. Even in angaging such contract
. (7Y 29 e
emnlovees, . e reauired to follow the buroad
- N pnd
nrincinles  as ehunciated by the apex court in Lhe
cases of State of Haryana Vs. piara Sipgh JT

1992(5) SC 1798, Rattan Lal Vs, State of Harvams,
1295 (4) SCC 43 and Inder Pal Yadav Vs. UOL & s,

1985 (2) SCC 648,

2 Tn  the result, the 0a is partly allowed with
the following dirsctions:
(i) Applicants shall be allowed to continue

those projects are over and shall be
~ranlaced it nenceassary e v oh cendorg
niacen, 1 cessa n 0y < LT

-
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s

wointing any such fresh contract

anpointee, the respondents shall consider

2angaging those alreadsy working in
nrodects  likely to be Finished or those

who  are awalting such appointments after
havipng completed  some nre

depending on comparative seniority
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