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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.419/98 
Cuttack, this the /2 	day of Feb., 2004 

Balaram Mahunta 	 Applicant 

Union of India & Others 
	

Respondent 

FOR INSTRUCTIONS 

(1 )Whether it be referred to the Respondents or not? 
(2)Whether it be circulated to all the Benches of the Central 

Administrative Tribunal or nor? 

M.M. MOHAIN I I 

MEMBER (JUDICIAL) ,TrE' !T 
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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.419/98 
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Cuttack, this the

CO 
	/ 2 &dav of Feb.. 2004 

HQN'BLE SHRI B.N. SOIvI, VICE-CHAJRM4N 

& 

HON'BLE. SHRI MR. MOHANTY, MEMBER (J) 
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\Tiilage-Kaudapal, P.0- Bentalapur, Dst-Bhadrak. 

Applicant. D +I_ 	A -.--. 	-i . 	
017  T)..+ I)\' LIC rtvi,C.ji % Si 	 ..................................ivir. 
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I. LJmon of India. Represented through the Secretary, Ministry of 
Detenec, icw ueih. 

	

2 	C'iict Construction Enttecr (R&D) MW Dde ic Rcsca c & 
. L'evC'Iopnjej '.'1gannatiun, lvii 	tr ui JJcIen. vves. Diuuç.- 

'TiF9 	rrT r ... vv mg-a. (Ii nu floor), 	ruruin, INCW JJemI-i u UOo. 
3. Joint Director. P.M.U.. CCL (R&D) MD. Proof Gate. OT Road, 

7ff\ 1 / .:. - JDalasore-I.,uvO .0nssa). 

Respondent(s) 
K. T. 	•i 1e 	

.i1 	 a. 
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Baiaam Mahunta assailing the impugned order dated 8 august, 1997 

termInating his sen ice with effect from 8 August. 1997 by Respondent 

No. 2. He has also challenged the said order as !Ilegal, arbitrary, unjust. 

bcng done in gross violation 01 the prIncipies of natural usticc. 



2. The applicant was engaged by Respondent No.2 in the office of 

Respondent No.3 with effect from 15.11 .95 as a driver on casual basis for a 

project work. His grievance is that Some persons junior to him, namely, 

Ba.ehha Singh ..LS. Panda, Sanjay Kuiiiar, Balakrishan, Prakasl Taraj and 

others were retained in service while he was asked to go. The applicant 

being a retired ex-servic.e personnel possessing driving license should have 

been retained and regularized in the service. Tie had also submitted a 

representation to thjs etèct to the Respondent No.2 from 03.1 0. 1 997 hut to 

no effect. 

3. The Respondents while opposing the application by filing counter 

have disclosed that the applicant was engaged as a casual worker in the first 

instance for a period of 89 days for project work and thereafter he had been 

engaged from time to time as and when need arose. 'i'he project work frr 

which the applicant was engaged came to a close with effect from March. 

2000 when the permanent staff was merged with the regular establishment 

and the casual workers were disengaged. They have further submitted that 

the terms and conditions of service were set thrtli in the letter ofanpointment 

issued by the applicant indicating therein the period of engagement, the 

condition that such an appointment did not carr any,  claim to regular1zaton 
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of service and that the appointment could be terminated without any iiotice, 

assigning any reason. They have denied the allegation of the applicant that 

persons jUnlor to the applicant were retained in service in preference to him. 

They have finally submitted that his service was terminated Consconent 

upon the closure of the project work. 

.4. We have heard Mr. P.K. Rout. Ld. Counsel thr the applicant and 

Mr. J.K. Nayak, Ld. Counsel for the Respondents and have also perused the 

records placed beibre us. 

5 From the facts of the case it is clear that the applicant was 

appointed on casual basis for a fixed period of 89 days in several spells by 

the Respondcns. His order of ternimaton (Aniiexure-1 	was issued 

following the conditions of engagement as contained in the letter of 

engagement dated 24 )'  February, 1 9967a copy of which was placed before us 

by the Respondent at the time of he hearing 01 the mailer. Furiher, the 

applicant could not place any material hethre us to show that his service 

was terminated when casual workers juniors to him were retained in service 

by the Respondents. Admittedly the appointment of the applicant was 

made in connection with the pi ect work. Hence 	the closure of the 

project the Respondents had to discnargc the services ot the casual worlcr. 

I 
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We see no illegality in the matter. The Respondents, have also drawn our 

notice to our udgement in O.A. No.89/98 dt. 29th  March, 2000 wherein we 

1 	1 11 	c 11 	 .1 nave fle!cl as loliows in an loentlea! matter :- 

Law is well settled that casual workers are appointed 	frr 
casual/seasonal or intermuent nature of work and the Authorities are at 
hbrt to discnarge them when11 there is no ilCCU for thcr cnacmei1t iliC 

onl nrotecton the' have uot that whie Iac1n such disengagement. the 
C 

prncipie of last come 1-ast go has to be followed. in this case the app1cant 
iS a Casual worker and has service has been terminated. He has also tailed 
to prove that any of hs juniors have been retained in servtce. In vIew of 
this, we hold that he has not been able to make out a case fbr the reliefs 
claimed by him. The Original Application is theretbre held to he without 
any merit and is rejected. No costs. 

6. We are hound by our earlier decision and accordingly this OA. is 

disposed of being devoid of merit. No costs. 
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