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' 2. The applicants were aﬁﬁlo}ﬁ% 'E,_j 1*; ifﬁﬂ ~t‘ﬂ}§‘i‘ﬁ—‘-“
i

; s different periods in the Department ’6F é:fes;ihndent,,gl bo5 '(}*'v 3;3;4Larg ander
g I | Works Engineer (P), Lucknow and after they had wnrkegi?*ff cl a

disputed the periods indicated in the Annexures. It is not necessary
to adjudicate upon the actual period of their working because the |

case has been confined by the applicants on 90 days period of working i

which admittedly has been put in by all the applicants except one
ifajesh Kumar, son of Sri Padlu.
3. The relief claimed in the case is to direct the
respondents to regularise the applicants' services on the basis of
their seniority as Casual workmen and to restrain respondent no.3
from making any fresh recruitment from the Fmployment Exchange.
- 4. The basis/claim consists of the standing orders
— contained in Annexure '42'. The rule of regularisation is contained
in para 15. Clause (i) of para 15 says that a casual workman who
has completed six months of continuous service in the same establish-
ment or under the same employers within the meaning of sub-clause
(b) of Clause (?) of Section 25-FB of the Industrial Risputes Act,1047
shall be brought on to the regular strength of the establishment.

The objection of the respondents is that the applicants have not

put in six months" continuous service. The charts, which have been
submitted by the applicant themselves indicate that the periods
of employment were broken periods. As the matters stand, the appli-

cants are not entitled to be regularised under para 15(i) of the

Cn/ Standing Orders.
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Er' » & also the objection of the respondents is t‘ﬁat«; the aﬁpi ;"n

AT AN,
~ for preference for casual employment to persons who ﬁ“ﬁ?e cnmpletéﬁ'ﬁ-

a

90 days of continuous service over those who had not compl_ét_ed.
the perod of 90 days. It is @Hﬂl_y)question of preference in casual i -
employment and not a legal right of regularisation. | | h
6. The details of service of the applicants indicate

that except a few persons, who have put in as low as 105 or 121

1 Eeiy

days of work, a large number of them have put in more than six
of service put inby
months of proken periods. The maximum pe}t“‘ipd /mk one of them +

3 is 729 days. There are others also whose total period of working J

in broken periods is between 400 and 500 days. |
= T The learned counsel for the applicant has referred
o~ to the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of General

Secretary, Bihar State Road Transport Corporation, Patna v. Presid-

ing Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Patna 2 others (1988 (1) ATJ 408)

to show that the Mon'ble Supreme Court had given directions to
the Corporation there to prepare a reasonable scheme for regularisa-
tion of casual labourers who had been working for more than one

year. That direction was obviously in the exercise of special and

undav
exclusive powers of the Hon'ble Supreme Court #8 the Constitution
[ £

of India and it will not be possible for this Tribunal to direct a

scheme to he framed; but there can be no doubt that the Hon'ble

Supreme Court and following them the Hon'ble High Courts, have
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the particular requirements of the respondents in dlscharge n‘r'

functions of their department. There will be no order as to costs.

VICE-CHAIRMAN.

Nated: January 23, 1990, *q
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