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Lahari Singh,

S/o Sh¥Piara Laly
Hishnora,

PO Kheri Mansingh,
Silhindri,

Karnald

Ajmer,

S/o Te luram,
Hishnora,

RO Kheri Man Singh,
Silhindriy

Karnald

Jaimal,

$/o Dharam Singhy
R/o Village Samhora,
Kheri Man Singh,
Karnal,

Haryanad

Prem Chand

S/o Mam Raj, » _
R/® PO Saga Vill®Bir Majra/
Distts & Tehsil Karnalf
Haryanad

Balkishany

S/o Inder Sipgh

R/o Viliage iggo lgarh

0 Uchana village
Bistrict and Tehsil Karnal : j
Haryana. 0o a & A‘?,‘"}-ﬁf’ ":5{3‘

(BY Advocate Sh.Anis Suhrawardy }

Versus

Union of India

through its Secretary
Ministry of Agriculture
Krishi Bhzvan

New De lhi/

Indian Courcil of Agricultural Rescarch

Krishi Bhavan
New De lhi,




3, Sugarcane Breeding Institute,

(Indian Council of Agricultural Regearch)
Karnale=132001. -

4, Shri Arvind Mishra; Head,
Sugarc ané Breeding Institute,
Regional Centre {Irdian Council

of Agricultural Rese arch),
Karnal= 132001.

5, Diwan Chand

S/o Dharam & hand,

Sugarc ane Breeding Institute, L
{Indian Counc il of Agricu ltural Rese sroh) -

) Karnale132001. oo oRRE spénﬁ@n‘hg;%
(By Advscate: Shri AK.Sikri)

BY HON'BIE L@,S,R,FDIGE,MEMBER{&) o

The applicants who &€ Casual
Lsbourers working in the Indisn Council of

Agricultural Research (ICAR), had initiaiiy;'

filed OA 1709/94 and OA 1215/95 against Lhe iy

d is-engagement & After he ar ing both parties 2
with their consent both the OAs wero ;
disposed of by order dated 149,99 with
a direction to the respondents that 3u%§;e©‘?;-
to the availability of work in the Sug are e
Breeding Institute, Regional Centxe, AR,
Karnal, the respondents wi 11 consic2e " |
engagingthe gpplic ants as Casual Labﬂtxiﬁ'?’
in preference to outsiders and thoss i
persons with overall lesser leng]ti@- of

service &

2. In the background of that 03?(3@2’5",

these applicants were resengaged for o

3

spec ified period for se asonal/eccasionad
agricultural work of un-skilled natoare o¥ 3

A
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respondents' Farmi One such spec imen re=en a,x»m@m
letter jssued to App licant No2iShri Lzhari Fiogh
dated 2832.96 engaging him for the pericd frcd
1233;*196 o 193,96 is at Anne xure=1. Upon the
period of re-engagement coming to an end owing
to lack of continued work, these applicants '

nave filed this oA now seeking reguler isation
of their engagement with retrospective e ffect.

3, We have heard Shri Anis Su?‘xamaﬂﬂs;
for the applic ants and Sihrl AK.Sikri for th '

respordents d

4. - During hearing Shri Suhr awardy |
argued that while the applic ants were being
di.sengaged, certain persons junior to them wﬁm
be ing ret ained in service by the xespondem{;%‘ "
including the employees initially sppointed |
for security duties and later on shifted tou

field work, No namés Or part iculers of c,mj A%
person Wwereé, however, ment jonedd In this

comection, we note that Shri Subr awardy hed
also appeared for the applic ants in OAs 3,*“’ /’é ¥

and 1215/93 which vwere disposed of by oprder du,’t;y
14,9395 Gupra) but no such argument nad I

pressed by him at that timed Furthexmosre,
RespOndelI\‘.S' counsel Shri Sikrl has Cciﬁeﬁ?;éfﬁﬂ'
this argument by stating that the persons i
re ferred to by Shri Suhr awardy were appo intod i
mo.nﬂ¢y years be fore the present applic ents and
wepe thereafter reqular ised and deputed for

secur ity duties, but subse quent ly bec spae LR




securi'cy work was contracted out to

parties, these persons were rendered surplus

He has emphasised that the applicants being

Casual Labourerﬁ c.annot compare themse lves with

the regular employees

5, In the absence of any materials prodiced

by the applicants in support

that they were appointed prior to ¢ hose wh |
were regularised and subsequently deputed £
security duties? and int he light of th2 1 “"1'11\,‘:
of the applicants to have pressed this pﬂt‘?ﬁ?ﬂgéﬁe
argument at the time when QA 1709/94 and oA 1215/
were heard, it is clear that this argumeai 18

_an after~thought, and has moO basisé

6, It requires no reiter
tion c an be made only against
provided the persons < laiming

are fully eligible in accov:da
There 1s not even(whisper of/\

applic ants' ple adings that there ar® el isine

 number of vacancies in Sugarc

and the applicants possess all the nec o 38 ary

alificationo for posting a9
No doubt, it is asserted that

have opened a neéw Farm, known a$ Breed ing Farh

put this content ion has been

respondents in their reply %o which theze 35

o rebuttal in the rejoinder.

T4 Twe applicants have been un b ie 2%

nd were c alled upon o discharg® Farm dutieS.

of their comtent jon

Lt don tht ToG Lo
regular v ard o5
regularisamm
n;:e with ru 1Lu 3,

averaent in i s

i e

C»r’
B

ane Breed ing

alast those VEC A “’u,

the re spoﬁs:’e'e g

denied by Ehe

out any case to establish that while “hoy G

being disengaged, the persons juniw -‘m e

7
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o being continued to be cotainedy to invite ¥Ee

charge of discr jminat iond The impuq? ed ro-2end ageweh

letter ¢ learly Spec jfied that the applicants word -
be ing pewengaged on pure ly se asonalfocc asiormi.
agr icultural work of unskilled natures Shri Siked

has ¢ ategor ic ally st sted before us that thene is
no work for which the applicants can continue 1o .
pe retained, and in tpe absence of any worlk £or LE
we cannot compel the respondemts to retsin whe .
applicants on the ir rolld

8. This OA therefore warrants no
snterferenced It is dismissed. Interim ord®rs s

vac ated forthwithd No costs K

Sodilly Gt %:gc-l‘j«
( LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN ) ( S.R.ADIGE )
MEMBER (J) MEMBER Q).
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