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Thi« case is laeing., ^ispsssd @f on the basxs af

the pleadings t^fore us inter.s of ^eCAT Prooadure Rules.
% The applicants subtt.ifethat he had been uorking as a

Bearer in the Qepartn-^ental canteen of LN3P Hospital.
As his health did not pertrit hiit. to take the strain of
undertaking two jst®. approached the Manager sf the
canteen. One Shri V.N. Sharn.a, uho advised hi^^ that he
should subirit an application stating that he should te
given only one duty and if that was not possible, the
application should be treated by the respondents as
his resignation. He states that an the basis of this
advice he gave an application dated 10.6.92 at Annexure-B
to the effect that in case the Manager uas not in a
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p.siti0P assign h« »nly ona d.ty. his account
na ssttisd. This sesultad in the i.^.nec. erdes dated
3.7.92 in uhich it is stated that his tesignat.on has
blen accepted. The applicant states that he had been

o^nr.« 1985 and as such his servicesuorkincj as a Bearer since ana

cpuld net be dispensed uith in this fashion.
2 The respondents in the reply have denied
allegations of the applicant. Thay^denied that he had
been working on continpaug basis, since he had been
engaged as a casual labour froir. tifr.e to tif^e. tven at
the tiffie of ter!r,inati0n of his engagemert, he was uorking
in a leave vacancy of a washer boy. They submit that the
resignation of the applicant was voluntary. As he was
only a casual worker and he was not even Qra^d temporary
status there^ ^ ^

3, ue have gone through the pleadings. The allegation
Qf the applicant that he was given wrong advice by the
nanager because of malafide reasons is untenable and
outside our purview. Admittedly, he had requested that

he may to relieved in case he had to work both a-the
washer boy as well as the Bearer. As a Casual uarker his
services could be dispensed with on the basis of his

request. As regards the grant of temporary status, ths
scheme for grant of tentporary status wes not infarce at

the relevant time since it was notified by the OOPT only

in 1993.

In view of the above position, finding no ground

for interference, the OA is dismissed# No costs.
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