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Ea/«k Ran Sharna}
Hahabir Singh;
Balbir Singh; and

Hari Daa

V«.

Hinictry of Oefenpe through
ita Secretary A Anr.
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O.A. NO. 861/92

Sureeh Chandra Sharma

Vs.

Ministry of Defence through
its Secretary k Anr.

O.A. NO. 863/92

Ran GIrish Gupta

Vs.

Ministry of Defence through
its Secretary k Anr.
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Pet it ionere

Respondents

Petit ioner

Respondents

Petit ioner

Respondents

THE HON'BLE MR. 3UST1CE V. S. MALIHATH, CHAIRflAN
^ THE HON*BLE MR. JUSTICE S. K. OHAON, VICE CHAIRMAN
i THE HON'BLE MR. B. N. OHOUNDXYAL, MEMBER (A)

Shri v. K. Rao, Counsel for Petitioners

S' n' Rawchandani, Sr. Counsel yithsnri j. C. Madan, Counsel for Respondents

JUDGMENT (ORAL)

Hon'ble Mr. Justice V. S. Maliiy th —

*ft.r th..« u... W8r. h..td for .dm tt... th.
coun..l for th. p.tttion.r. rightly .nd f.irly .ub»ltt.d th^
tt.r. Uno ...r«nt in th... e....:th.t .„y .f th.lr ju,^^

en«„l l.bour.r. h.». b..n aecord.d r.gul.a.r
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^ ihmX biiiftg ttia poaition, tha cauaa of action haa not accruad.
in tb ait favour to aaak ragularisation. The only othar raliaf-,

pcayad for la not to torminata their servicea aa caaual

laboyrara pending ragulariaation. The reapondenta have taken

the atand that there are no vacancies nou available in which

regularisation can be effected. There ia no good reason not

to accept the atateraent. So far as the continuance of the

petitioners ia concerned, the learned counsel for the

respondents rightly and fairly submitted that there ia no

immeuiate threat of termination of the casual employment of

the petitioners. He also submitted that the petitioners

'^^ould be continued aa casual labourers as long aa there is

work for them in preference to their juniors and outsiders,

Ue record the said statement of the respondents in this

behalf. This is sufficient to safeguard the interest of the

petitionere so far as their right to continue as caaual

labourers is concerned. In this view of the natter, ue do

not consider it necessary to examine the larger question which

haa been referred to us for consideration, Ue are inclina d
t '

to say that the question formulated ia undoubtedly of griat
f

importance^ but aa that question does not nou fall for

consideration in this case, it has to ba left to be decided

in other appropriate proceedings,

2, Uith these observations, all these cases stand disposed

of. There shall be no orders as to costs.

( B, N, bhouodiyal ) ( S.%. Ohaon ) ( V, S, naliMth )
fiembar (a) Vice Chairman (3) ChairmiHi
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