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Date of Order a 2 6 •9 .2000. 

O.A. No. 01/1996 

Vasu Dev R.awal, S./0 f1hri Kuma Ram aged about 24 years, 

R/0 Nehru Colony, p .. o .. S.anchore, District Jalore. Last 

enployee as a Casual Labour under Respondent No.2. 

••• Applicant 

Vs 

Union of India through S..ecretary, S.ubsidiary 

Intelligence Bureau, Hinistry of Home Af,£airs, 

Gover mnenit of Dldia. Delhi. 

Assistant S..ubsidiary Dltelligence Bureau, p .. o. 
Sanchore District Jalore (Rajasthan) 

•• 411 Respondents 

Y.,K. S.harma, Coun5el for the Applicant. 
J 

Hr .. R.H .. LOdha, Counsel for the Respondents. 

CO<.AM I 

Hon• ble tvlr. Justice B..S .. Raikote, Vice Chairman 

Hon'bl~~ .• Gopal S.ingh, Administrative !•:iember 

ORDER ----
{ J?ER. HOLIJ 1 BLE IvR .. CGOPAL S.<JNGH ) 

In this application under Section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1965, applicant has prayed 

for quashing the verbal termination order dated 12 .4.1993, 

and for a direction to the respondents to take the applicant 

back in service with all consequential benefits and further 

to pay the applicant regular pay scale of Chowkidar as per­

missible in oepartmant from the date of his initial appoint-

ment. 

2. Applicant's ease is ~lat the applicant's name was 

D 

sponsored by the·· Employ«ent E,xchange for the post of Chowkidal 

in the respondent-departlTent 

~ 
- ~- - -----------

and the applic~lt was selected 
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for the post and joined his duty -on 16 .4.1991. That the 

applicant• s services were te.t'minated by verbal orders of the 

respondents on 12 .,4.1993 without assigning any reason. The 

applicant had su~~tted a representation dated 15.4.1993, 

followed by a rer~nder dated 16.3.199~, but to no avail. 

Hence, this application. Contention of the applicant is that 

he had been ill continuous service from 16.4.1991 to 12 .. 4.• 93 

for almost two years and thus he has corrpleted more than 2 40 

days with ther~spoodent$ and hence the termission of the 

applicant was illegal. .It is also contended by the applicant 

that the post of ChowkiJ'ar on which the applicant \-Jas \-larking 

is still lying vacant. 

3 a .:r.n the counter, it has been stated by the respondents 

that the applicant was engaged to perform certain work for 

certain hours, which may be termed as part time on a fixed 

monthly wage of Rs.Soo/-.. \Jhen his services were no longer 

required because the work for which the applicant -v1as engagec 

carne to an end, his services were terminated. It has been 

contended by the respondents that the applicant worked on pax 

time basis on a monthly wage of Rs.500/~ and the applicant wa~ 

not regularly appointed for th~ post and:, therefore, the praj 

-\:~... of the applicant cannot 1:e grctnted. The O.A .• therefore, 

deserves dismissal, avers the respondents. 

4. we have heard the learned Counsel for the parties.· 

and perused the records of the case carefully. 

5. The fact that the applicant was engaged on part time 

basis is not disputed and in terms of the judgment of Hon• bl4 
. ' 

· · . · " ~'-----part time 
the S npreme Court m ~(!1996) 11 S.C!C ~4:1:_-,L~f errployees cannot 

seek regularization in terms of Govermnent of India scheme 

for regularization. It has 1:e en stated by the respondents 
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that the applicant· was engaged for the specific job and for 

a specific period and when the job was over# the applicant's 

services were terminated. we do not find any irregularity 

or illegality in the action of the respondents so as to call 

for for our intervention. · 

5. In the light of above discussion, we are of the view 

that the application is devoid of any merit and deserves to 

.00 dismissed • 

The Original Application is accordingly dismissed 

costs. 

~ 
( B.S..- RA!KOJ$ ) 
Vice Chairman 
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