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| a1 ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 30 OF 1996
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ALLAHABAD THIS THE [ DAY OF AUGUST 2007.

¥

o - Hon'ble Mr Jushco Ehem Karan V. C

| Rain| Murat V:shwakanna s?n ofﬁShn Jhange Vishwakanna Resident of
{
i Vill: 1qe Asaintha, Post Galrwah Dlstnci Jaunpur

T
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Appllcant (In O.A No.26/96
i b3 (By Aduocate Shn Anubhav Chandra

Vs.

1. Union of India through Chief Engineer, Lucknow (MES).
Commander Works Engineer, Allahabad.

i~

3. Assistant Garrison Engineer, (Military Engineering Services),
Varanasi.

....... Respondents in O.A. No.26/96.
(Ey Advocate: Sri Saurabh Srivastava)

ORIGINAL APPLICATION MO, 27 OF 1996

|
Ballan Ahmid, son of Shri Abdul Kariim, Villpge Kalu Ka Pura, Fost Fhulwarla,
District Varanasi.

........ .......Applicant (In O.A No.27/96
(I’y Advocate: Shti Anubhav Chandra
\/s

1. Union of India through Chief Eingineer, Lucknow (MES).

2. Commander Works Engineer, Allahabad.
3. Assistanl Garrizon Engineer, (Mililary Engineering Seivices), Varanasi.

........... Respondents in O.A. No.27/96.
(Bv Advccate: Sri Saurabh Srivastava)
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Qriginal Application No,29 of1996

l::

Rarn Naresh son of Shn Kh lwa hulwana Post Phulwaria,
Disincl Varanasi, . |

—

-r

4 Appllcant (In O.A No.28/96

(By Aduocata Shrl P}nubha\r Chandra
Vs ‘.

1. Union of India through Chief Englneer Lucknow (MES)

- 2. Commander Works Engmeer A'lahabad | |

3 Assistant Garrison Er |g|neer (Milltary Engmeermg Services), Varanasi.

........... Respondents in O.A. No.28/96.

(By Advocate: Sri Saurabh Srivastava)

'
i

Shubh Narain Sharma, son of Shri Ganga Prasad Sharma, Resident of Village
Kainhariya, Post Pad'i Bazar, District Deoria.
LN L srenss Applicant (In O.A No.29/96
(By Advocate: Shri Anubhav Chandra '
| Vs. :
1. Unicn of India through Chief Engineer, Lucknow (MES).
2. Commander VWorks Engineer, Allahabad.
3. Assistant Garr'son Engineer, (Military Engineering Services), Varanasi.
........... Respondents in O.A. N0.29/96.
(By Advocate: Sri Saurabh Srivastava)
Original Application NO. 30 of 1996,

1

Ram Sagar son of lute Shii Chirkoot, R/o Village Parmandapur, Post Khajoi,
District Varanasi. |
..... e Applicant (In O.A No 30/08
(By Advocate: Shii Anubhav Chandra
Vs.
1. Union of India through Chief Engineer, Lucknow (MES).
2. Commander Works Engineer, Allahabad.
3. Assistant Garrison Engineer (Mmtary Engmeenng Services), Varanasi.
| ...Respondents in O.A. No.30/96.

(By Advocate: Sri Saurabh Srivastava)
Original Application No. 31 of 1996

I
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g r:( * Ram Dhari Ram, Son »f Shri Snbn an, R!o Chakwara, P.0O. Diha, District
'l: L Az imga h. |

| 2 Applicant (In O.A No.31/96
' ' (By Advocate: Shri Anubhav Chandra |
| Vt:.*i t _
| 1. Union of India thiough Chief Engineer, Lucknow (MES).
i 2. Commander Wotks Engmeer Allahabad.

3 Assistant (.-arrlson Englneer (Ml]litary Englneenng Services), Varanasi.

] et Raspondants in O.A. No.31/96.
(By Advocate Sri Saurabh Snwastava)

ORDER

AII the abovementioned s:x OAs ndar section 180f Administrative
|1 Tnbunals Act, 1985 arise in the | aama set IOf factsand clrcumstances, so are
baing d|s|msed of together by thia common rder
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2. Thase apphcants claim to have I'o.wu::rl-w.ufl as Casual Carpenter/Black
ll
hl d ! e rrison En ineer
Smit Maz; oor for som period n ﬂ}% fﬁﬁ q‘f 5 lstant Ga rison Eng

(Mllrtary‘Engmeenng Semce V rar;jaal lowipg bla vgﬂl reveal details of

their vmrlung as such and tota‘ numbe*r of days ”'and ' represantatlons and
remlnders given by each of them. 1 '

, .
n k) |
| . i

e e g [T T

il ———
- i

O.A. | Name & Job Date of | Worked | Total - | Representation |
| No. engagement | upto (with | No. of [ and Reminder.
[ | beak) | days

'O.A |Ram  Murat | 01.08.83 24.11.84 | 267 20.11.94 .,
| | 26/96 | Vishwakarma, | | 10.10.95 |3
| Carpenter '|

'O.A | Ballan 'Enﬁﬁéd_|"‘ 02.12.82 28.08.84 | 267 13.11.94

27196 | Casual | abour | 11.10.95

OAT|Hem WNaresh | 110183 [1307.84 [267  |08.10.94

28/86 | Carpenter 09.10.95

|O.A [ Shudh llarain | 01.08.83 | 24.11.84 | 267 4. 1194 0

29/96 | Sharma, Black- 1' 14.10:95. .

smith

‘OA. |Ram  €agar, | 07.09.81 | 28.10.83 |327 20.11.94

30/96 | Casual Mazdoor 11.10.95

[OA™|Ra onai| 0757 {80106 275 S NRRAE
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3.8 B They say that slnce they vTorkeq f r: nor? than*240 days so in view of
Ministry of Home Affalrs letter dated 26 11 39 (Annexure A—4) letter of Chief
[‘ngmeet‘ 'Lucknow' Zone Lucknow SAnn xur? A-5) Memorandum dated

2253 1*)82 lssued by Mmlstry of D%f?q(ﬁ tha ﬂalre eptitled to be reengaged and
:egulanred bul lnspite of various I'epresan ‘Jt!olm ka's rnentloned in the table

above, respondents have not car to {eT fge and regularize them. They say

earlier there was a'ban on racruihnent Group 'D' 80 they did not move
applimtuon for such reengageme‘!'nt or regu aﬂz?ﬂgn but after ban was lifted,
they slarted giving representation to the Aul{:ontles Goncerned for re-inducting
them. All six applicants pray that res;mndent No.2 and 3 be directed to
conmder their candidatuie for fresh recmltment in Group ‘D’, giving preference
to them, in view of their woriung as Casn.tlal Workers. They also pray that
respondenis Nn.3 be ashed to reengage thern as Casual Hands/Mazdoors and

regularize then, if they have inducted such hands after they ceased to work as
such.

4. The respondents contested the claim by filing written reply. Their first
contention is that O.As are highly time barred as these persons are coming to
the Tribunal,afier about 20 years from the date they ceased to work as Casual
Labourers. They say that Casual Workers are engaged as per requirement and
as soon as the work is cver, their services arel(;ispansed with and such casual
workers have no legal claim for reengagement or for reguiarizatinh or for
recruitment. It s slated thal cerlain vacancias of Chawkidar and Mazdoor were
releasad by Ministry of Defence, but due to interference of representatives and
leaders of casual employees, these had to be surrendered. It is said that there
Is no vecancy now, so the rquestion of reangaging or regularizing the applicants
does not arisc. The re: pendents have also tried to say that considering the
long pending demand of such casual workers and pressure from various

2%
Ministries and Departments to ﬁ:acllg one time measure for regularizing

selvices of such casual warkers, Mmi*:tr\r of Personnel, Grievance and Pension
Issued office memorandum No.49044/4/90-Estt. (C) dated 8.4;1991) providing
for considering the cases of casual workers recruited prior to 7.6.1988 and

h“ﬁ'lﬂ'?ﬁ

whefeig éewi::ez—‘_. on itsue of O.M dated 18.4.1991. They say, since the

( e | _,
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' completo ban on such induction.

applicants of all the so six €).As were not working on 8.4.1991, so they were not
entitled o tha bonafit of that scharre of rogularizatlon As regards the model
standing nrd:zr refetred to in the O.A., they say that MES being not an industry
within tha nwamng of Industrial Disputes(Act ‘1947 the same will not apply to
its empluyee It is said that applicama i:alr; ovor aga, $0 they are not eligible for
direct ref‘lu:trnent in Group ‘D', Itis denled iin para 17 of the reply that any casual
workers was engaged al‘terr1984 0 !. rds. ,As accordlng to them, there was a
g" i Ef't‘?":-

IR »"im, ih H ot

<X I’l’ha appllcants hava filed regolnder. e raitlng that thﬁy were inducted

il
as Ca§ual Workers in Group ‘D" a!tor thelr MT t?mro sponsored by the

{

Te spectiua Employment Exchangas and tholr hrmlnaﬂon m tolnlly Illogal

1 TR AR

6. ;Ml those six O.As were dlsmlssod' as hr:m Ibarred vlda order dated
17.7.2000. Reviaw Petitions were also rejecled vide order dated 20.9.2000. All
the six applicants filed a joint Civil Misc. Writ F'etrtion No.42696 of 2001, Ram
Murat Vishwarkama Vs. Union of Indla and others beforo Hon'ble High Court of
Judicature at Allahabad. The Hon'ble Higl Court allowed the writ petition vide
its order dated 19.7.2005, holding that the O.As not barred by time and

directing ihese ke decided on merits as expeditiously as possible. This is how
have O.As being come before the Trlbunal again for decision.

7 | have heard Shri Anubhav Chandm appearing for the applicants and

Shri Saraublh Srivestava @ppearing for the respondents and have also perused

the entira malerial on records, ;

| | 1
8. Shri Anubhav Chandre has submitted that in view of office
memorandum dated 26.7.1989 (according to respondents, this letter is of 1969)
issued hy Covt. of India, Minisiry of Home Affairs, Department of Personnel
and AK., applicanis who 'vorked as Casval employee for more than 240 days

in a yeer. were enlitled to be considered for regularization. He says according

L

tc this ofiice mie morandur), 0 suitable cases upper age-limit could have been
relaxed. Sl Chandra hes also submitted that according to modael standing
orders ciiculated vide Ral sha Mantralaya memorandum dated 22.3.1982, copy
of which Is Annexure A-6, casual workman, who had completed six months of
continuous service within the meaning of sub clause (b) of Clause (2) of
Section 25 B of the Industial Disputes Act, 1947 was to be brought to the
regular strength and his pay fixed at the minimum of time scale and not only

Wi
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this, a casual werkanan complaeting 90 day:; nf' continuous service in the same

. establishment or under the same en?ployer Was ! to be given preference for such

. casual employment in that establlshmant Phri Chandra has also drawn the

. attantion of Tribunal towards letier (Annax?re' A-4) lssued by office of Chief

Engineer Lucknow Zona Lucknm;.' whetaby‘ he asked the subordinate at

|| Allahabad, to forward @ propostal for obtalning Gowt. sanctioned for
i

reguhnzalﬂon of all Iaft{ out casual{ parsonne‘ He says that casual workers,
intucted tl]rough employment exchanggs v‘r‘lg ?ut In more than 240 days of

ewice, beiore lmmg discharged or ramo ed wqre to be baneﬁted by this
schame. qfarred to iri tha letter of hief I}dlnoehq Sgrl Chaqglra says that the
cases of sax applicants wera not e HI,[} | #ﬁfﬁé‘ ly and 80 thoy were
deprwed of their right to get thalr sorvlces ragularized Shrl Chandra has
atlempted to have support from doclslon dated 13 12,1999 rendered by the
Bench 01 Tribunal in O.A. NO. 55194 Brij Lal Yadav Vs. Unlon of India and Ors.
‘where 'ex-casual workers of Mllltary Engmearing Sarvlca who worked for more
than 218 days in 1984 to 1986 had come for hls reengagemant The Tribunal
allowed the O.A. and directed the respondents.-to reconsider the case for
reamplovment, This decision was based on earlier decision dated 31.10.1991
in Q.A. NQ.694/1989. According to Shri Chandra fate of these O.As should not
be differant to the fate of O.A. 55/1994,

9. Cn the other hand Shri Saurabh Srivastava, learned counsel for the
respond ants has vohemently argued that applicants are not entitled in law to
claim their reengagement or regularizaticn simply on the ground that they
worked for a short spell of more than 240 days or so long back in early
eighties. Shii Siivastava says that it is naver t(’a:a case of the applicants that
their incduction in Group 'D' in the year 1981-1983 was in accorcdance with
relevant service Rules, so they have no case for reengagement or
regularizztion. lt is also s'ated by Shri Srivastava that in view of clarification
dated 23.2 1936 (/nnexw e CA-1) issued by Engineer in Chief, provisions of
Industricl Dispuies Act, 1347 are not applicable to MES as its aclivity is not
commercial, so model stending order relied on by applicants is irrelevant. He
says thet engagement of cuch casual workers is as per requirement and so ex-

casual vrorlers cannot fore 2 the departmant to engage them or to recruit, them.

10. | have considered the respective submissions, | may state very frankly
that law on the subject has changed completely after a Constitution Bench
dacision of Apex Court in Secretary, State of Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi and

Q/
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others, Judument Today 206 (4) Suprema Court page 420. The case of ox-
casual workers, who ceasd to HOI’k long Luack say about 2 decades back,
after having put in 240 days or 260 or 270 days has become very-very weak
for claiming reengagement and mgulari;:allnn eto. The law so enunciated by

|| tha Apex Court is law of lond under Artlrlta~141 of Constitution of India and is
~ binding on all Courts and "I ribunals ,and thn.J\uthoritles. We cannot loose sight
©of such judicial pronomcnment.f After noticing a number of judicial

pronouncemenis including Consttution Blench Decision in State of Punjab Vs.
Jagdip Sirigh & crs. 1964 (4) SCR 128, Dharwad District PW.D Literate Daily
Wage Em;.iloyee:; Associal on & ()rs;. Vs. St_g'?.'e of Karnataka and Ors., JT 1990
(1) SC 343- 1990 (1) SCR page 544, Daily Rated Casual Labour Vs. Union of
India & Ors. (JT 1987 (4) £C 164- 1988 (1) "‘CR 598 and famous case of State
of Haryana Vs. Fiara Singh and Others (..ll' 1992 (5) SC 179- (1992) 3 SCR
page 82165, their | ordships ruled in an equlvocal terms that such persons, who
wera nof incducted in accordance wlt.h relevant Rules/Executive Instructions
have no claim lor engagament o regulanzatzon It would be profitable to

reproduce some of relevant porilons of said ]udgment and the same are as
under- = AWEL |

11

'38. When a pmau mms' a tcmpormy employment or gets
engagement as'a cunrracmd or casual workers and the
engagement is not based on a proper selection as recognized by
the relevant rules or procedure, he is aware of the
consequences of the appointment being temporary, casual or
contractual in nature. Since, a person cannot invoke the theory
of legitimate cgpcﬁaﬂou far being confirmed in the post when
an appommmu!p t#tpost cauld be made only by following a
proper procedure for selection and in a concerned cases, in
consultation with the th Service Commission. Therefore,
the theory of legitimate expectation 'cannot be successfully
advanced by temporary,! contractual or casual employees, It
cannot also be held that the State has held out any promise
while cngaging these persons either to continue them where
they a-e or to make them permanent. The State cannot
constititionally make sich a promise. It is also obvious that

the theory cannot be invoked to seek a_positive relief of being
muade perimancntin the post.

39. It was then contended that the rights of the employees thus
appeoin ed, under Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution, are
violate:!. |t is stated thot the State has treated the employees
unfair'y Ly eriploying tirern on less than minimurm wages and
extractng work from them for a pretty long period in
compa isonn with those Jirectly recruited who are getting more

x,\ Ve
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wages or .suhirlﬂj‘ar doing similar work, The employees before

* us were engaged on daily wages in the concerned department
I on a wage ﬂuu‘ was,

ki 'wq_;o them. There is no case that

- the wage ag;eed upg no't: ing paid. Those who are
i) workmg on. e.hfar,rm& a:class by themselves, they
" cannot clauu‘ga( .lg are ﬂ{scr[mbaated as against those who
‘have been regular recrumd on the basis of the relevant rules.

No right can be fo.unded on nn employment on daily wages to
claim that such enqplgym shauld be treated on a part with a
regularly regml.'ed candidate,-' ‘and made . permanent in
emyloyment, even assnming that the priuciple could be invoked
Jor claiming, equal wages for equal work. There is no
Junlamental right in those who have been employed on daily
wages or temporarily or on contractual basis, to claim that they
hav a right to be absarbed in service. As has been held by this
Court, they cannot be said to be holders of a post, since, a
regvlar appointment could be made only by making
appointments consistent with the requirements of Articles 14
and 16 of the Constitision. The right to be treated equally with
the otiier employees employed on daily wages, cannot be
exte wded te a claim jor equal treatment with those who were
regularly cmployed, That would be treating unequals as
equols. It cannot also be relied on to claim a right 1o be
absurbed i service even though they have never been selected
in te-ms of relevant reerwitment rules. The arguments based on
Articles 14 and 16 of the Cﬂﬂ?ﬁ!ﬂffﬂu are, therefore, overruled.

It is contended that rhe State action in not regularizing ‘the
emp/oyees was not fair within the Jramework of the rule of law.

The rule of law compels the State fo make appointments as
envicaged by the Constitution and in the manner we have
indicated earlier, In inost of these cuases, ne doubt, the
employees bad worked for some length of time but this has also
been bLrought about by the pendency of proceedings in
Tribimals and Courts initlated at the instance of the
empinyces. Moreover, accepling an argument of this nature
would mear that the State would be permitted to perpetuate an
illegality in the matier of public employment and that wounld be
a nevalion of the constitutional scheme adopted by us, the
peopl'e of India. It is, therefore, not possible to accept the
argument that there must be a direction to meke permanent all
the prersons employed on daily wages. When the Court is
approached for rellef by way of a writly, the court has
necessarily to ask iiself whether the person before it had any
legal right to be enjorced. Considered in the light of the very
clear constitutional scheme, it cannot be said that the
employees have been able to establish a legal right to be made
permanent even though they have never been appointed in

terms of the relevant rules or in adherence of Articles 14 and
16 of the Constitution.

It Is argued that a country like India where there Is so much
poverty and unemployment and there is no equality of
bargaining power, the action of the State in not making the
employees permanent, would be violative of Article 21 of the
Constitution. But the very argument indicates that there are so
many waiting for employment and an equal opportunity for
campetmg Jor employment and it is in that context that the
Constitution as one. af its basic fzatures, has included Articles
i ; | 'l'“ : *'I i‘i '
; ' '1. } Ha
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14, 16 and 309 x0 as (o ensure that public exmployment is given
onl: in a fuir and equitable manner by giving all those who are
qualificd, an opportunity 1o seek employment. In the puise of
uplolding rights unaer Article 21 of the Constitution of India,
a sct of persons| camwnbe preferred over a vest majority of
people li*mtmg for an| opportunity to compete for State
employment. The trcceprauce of the argument on behalf of the
respondents wou!d really negate the rights of the others
conjerred by Amcfe 21 of the Constitution, assuming that we
are in a pasdq’an to hold _ﬂmt the right to employment is also a
right coming ‘within. the purview of Article 21 of the
Constirution. The arguinent that Article 23 of the Constitution
is breached because the emp!aymeut on daily wages amounts
to forced labour, cannot be accepted. After all, the employees
accepted the employment at their own volition and with eyes
open as to the nature of their employment. The Governments
also revised the minimum wages payable from time to time in
the light of all relevant circumstances. It also appars to us that
importing of these, theorws to defeat the basic requirement of
public emplaypwnt would defeat the constitutional scheme and

\ the wnsmmwnal gqul of equality.
i The argumeng that ﬂ!t r{gkt 1t.r» life pmtecred by Article 21 of

the Cansr:taﬁon of ! -would include the right to
employment cannat {llfﬂ be acceptcd at this Jjuncture. The law
is dynamic and our, Com'muﬁan is a living document. May be
at some futurg point of time, the right to employment can also
be brought in under the concept of right to life or even
included as a fundamental right. The new statute is perhaps a
beginning. As things now stand, the acceptance of such a plea
at the instance of the employees before us would lead to the
consequence of depriving a large number of other aspirants of
an eppoertunity to compete for the post or employment. Their
righi to employment, if it is a part of right to life, would stand
denuded by the preferring of those who have got in casually or
those who lave come through the back door. The obligation
cast on the State under Article 39 (a) of the Constitution of
India is to ensure that all citizens equally have the right to
adeqnare means of liveliwod. It will be more consistent with
that policy if the courts recognize that an appointment (o a post
in Government service or in the service of its instrumentalities,
can ouly be by way of a proper sclection in the manuer
recoynized by the relevant legislation in the context of the
relevint provisions of the Constitution. In the name of
individualizing justice, it is also not possible to shut our eyes to
the naunerons as against the few who are before the Court. The
Directive principles of State ‘l"n!fcy have also to be reconciled
with the rights availahle to Yhe citizen under Part Il of the
Cons'itvtion and the abligation of the-State to one and all and
not o o particilar group of citizens. We, therefore, overrule
the a: gumernt based on Article 21 of the Constitution.

Norn ally, what is sovght for by such temporary employecs
when rthey approach the Court, is the issue of a weit of
mandunus  directing  the employer, the State or ifs
instromentalities, to ahsorb them in permanent service or (o
allow them to continve. In this context, the question arises
whetl:er a mandamus could be issued in favour of such
persons, At this junciure, it will be proper to refer to the

il f"
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decision of the Cammﬂan Bem:h of this Court in Dr. Ruai

Shivendra Bahadur V. The| Governing Body of the Nalanda

College. That case arose ]om‘ of a refusal to promote the writ

petiioner rhcrm as ﬂu qud of a college. This Court held

& that in order that a' may issue to compel the

s authorites to do].wmtﬁmg it mu.u‘ be shown that the statute

[ | imposes a legal duty on the Modty and the aggrieved party

BUE had a legal nght mda' ﬂne statute or rule to enforce it. This

18k dmﬁcal"anﬁoqlwnﬂnuamdamdmscouwnorbe

[ o | issued in favour of the .employees directing the Government to

g mmmpMMﬂcmMMMﬁwﬁﬂ

v f -. they have an p(fo / Jhg ”""MM to be permanendy

absorbed or that fm&s te has a legal dmy to_ make them
| permanent. |11 Rl o i

44.  One aspect needs to be clarified. There may be cases where
irregular appninﬂmnm (not illegal appoi:mnu) as explained
in S.V. Narqvanappa (supra0, R.N.' Nanjundappa (supra), and
B.N Nugarajen (supra), and referrd to in paragraph 15 above,
of duly qualified persons in duly sanctioned vacant posts might
have benn made and the employees have continued to work for
ten yeirs or more but without the intervention of orders of
Courts or of tribunals. The question of regularization of the
services of such employces may have to be considered on
meerits in the light of the principles settled by this Court in the
cases cbove referred by and in the light of this judgment. In
that context, the Union of India, the State Governments and
their instrumentalities should take steps to regularize as a one
fime neasure, the services of such irregularly appointed, who
liave v orked for ten yeurs or more in duly sanctioned posts but
not urder cover of orders of Courts or of tribunals and should
Jurther ensne that regular recruitments are underiaken to fill
those vacant sanctioned posts that require to be filled up, in
cases where temporory employees or daily wagers are being
nnow ¢ uployed. The process must be set in mofion within six
montl's jrom this date. e also clarify that regularization, if
any a'reandy made, bur rnot subjudice, need not be reopened
based on thes judgmert, but there should be no further by
passir g of (he constituional requirecment and regularizing or
makii g perinanent, those not duly uppointed as per the
consii ‘utional scheme.

A5. itis a'so dmified thot 1hiose decisions which run counter 1o the
principle settled in this decision, or in which directions
runniing counter to vhat we have held herein, will stand
denui'ed of their stotus a« precedents”.

| 4

e o L I

1. The attention of €ii Chandra was drawn by me during the course of
oral argumientis, towards i Constitution Blench decision. He was of the view
that the case ol these applicants will nct be covered by this decision but will be
covered by office memorindums/letters referred to in the O.As. | have not been
@ble to understand as to how these applicants can succeed, in the face of the
eforesaid Constitution Boench decision. These applicants’ worked as Casual
Workeis for a very short spell. It is not the case that they put in more than 10
years or so, so as to claim benefit of directions given in para 44 of the said

o
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Constitution Benchi decis on. It is true th it the names of the applicants ware
sponsored by Employm:nl Ehchange hutlthat alone will not make their
mductlt-n[ regular -one. Nothing has bnenl Siald in the O.As as to what were
ralevant Fules regulating such appomiTanhs and whether the same were
followed. The case of the apphcants throu ghnu‘t has been that they were casual
workers and it is for this reason that theiy are claiming benefit of office
rnemorancum/order of 14H7¢ or baneﬁt of lﬁttﬂ!’ of Chief Engincer or benefit of
model standing order, |t is for this rieaf;on that they are praying that
IE‘:aI}DndHTIi: b 4||r131::terF to conaider thn:?:r Ifresh recruatment They are not
saying that discharge or te rmina’don or mmoval should be quashed because
thay ir-a;‘e raguiar empluyee. So tha nalura of inductlon of the applicants in
E.:raup 'D‘ was casual by ell means and lwas not in accordance with relevant
rules l -am of the view that such a persm? who was not inducted in service as
per p'ealtwanl Rules! regulating tha appuintment is not entitled to claim
reengngerpent or regnlarization ain absenca of any such scheme of
reengngement or regulurifatlon l Accordlng to the respondants scheme of
1991 waf one hma measure aqd was apélloapla to the persons who were
worldng un the relevant date. Tha appllcaqm had caased to work tn early
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elghtms so they we[ﬁ not covered g{ suc ?schema.'s’mﬁ; A
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. i am of the VIE;H that these
dasenm to be dasmissad These ara amo;dlpgl dismlssed but with no order as
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