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0. i,NO. 49/1996 

Order dated 1311...2oc 2. 

Having heard Mr.J.N.Jethi,learneci Counsel d.pearing 

for the Applicant and Mr.A.K.30se, learned senior taading 

Counsel for the Union of India a.pearing for the ReSj.Cndents 

we have looked into the records. It appears that the 

Applicnt was casually,  Oeiflg engaged as a daily rated 

worier Under the establishrn1t of the Respondent No.3 

(AsSistdflt Director,Djrectore Of Revenue Intel1igc, 

26Canconment Road, Outtack) oetwe 07-06-1991 and 

31 12-1994.Long after his disengagement in the lyear 1994, 

he filed this Original Application u/s.19 of the. Administrative 

Triounals Act,1985 in the year 1996 by making grievances against 

his disenoagement. 

It has been pointed out by the Respondents in 

theit counter that since the engagement Of the Applicant 

was no more required,he wa Lj  disengaged. 

It IS to be noted here that the very nature of the 

casual engagement is intermitt&y and need jasis.In the 

insant case, it also appears that the Applicant's initial 

engagement was not through any process of selectjon.It hdS 

also not oeen alleged by the Applicant that he has been 

substituted oy any casually engaged person.jn thj5 view 

of the macter,we find no merit in this 0riiral Application; 

whic; is accordingly dismissed.No costs 
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