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CENTRAL ADf-IINiaTRATI UE TRIBUNAL, 

LUCKNOU BENCH ¡

T .A .N o .653 /87  

( 0 . A .No .365 of 1988 )

Rangi Lal & Others 

Vs .

Govt.of India & Others.

Appl icants

Respondents

Hon. Wr. 3ustice U .C ,  Sriuastaua, |V.C. 

Hon.r^f. A .B .Gorthi .  ñember ( a ).  j______

(By Hon .ñr . Oustic e U .C .  Sr,avastava, V.C .)

3ince common question^of ijau bambeen  involued ¿

in thesg 4 aprlicants * cases they have been bunched

i
together. The ñames of these apblicants uere soonsored

í
by the Employment Exchange ano tjhey uere recruited as

I

Casual Labourers afttr interuieti. They uere appointed

I
betueen the yeer 1980 to 1983 on daily uage bas i s .

í
According to them there uas no i^reak in their seruices

¡
ujhen they u e r e  tsrminated. Priior to their termination,

’i
■ I

according to them, they haue nót only attained the

ll
temporary status and benefit but also as that of

i
permanent status and benefits decided by the aupreme

■̂vvcáJviJ—  I
Court in the case of Ys-fvt-g-a Pal Yadau's case .  It uas

I
thereafter that, that the respondents decided to hold

j
an examination to regulsrise the seruice of uariousI
employees uho uere uorkin] on daily uage oasis,  but

I
the applicants uere not alloúed to appear in the

examination. The grievance if the applicante is that

í
they uere not alloued to apppar in the examination,

and their services uere texminated, but the
II

j u n i o r s  u e r e  r e t a i n e d  i n  trie S e r v i c e .  The t e r m i n a t i o n

J
o f  t h e  S e r v i c e  o f  t h e  a p p l i é a n t s  h as  b e e n  q u e s t i o n e d
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on the ground that such . retrenchment is in violation¡
of -fc-hp ■piiT iir- iinrinj? sectioH 25 F of the Industrial Dispute

Act. The respondents haue M r ^ eé-fc claim^^that they 

hayfeiooti Lissued any appointment letters to the a^plicants

I
and they uere engaged in temporaiíy employments uhenever

l
n e c e s s i t y  aróse and i t  h a s  n o t  befen d e n i e d  t h a t  t h e y  uere 

C D n t i n u o u s l y  engaged i n  s erv/ice,| but for a temporary 

break. It uas also admitted t h a / t  t h e y  uere n o t  alloued 

t o  appear i n  the regular i s a t i o ^  e x a m i n a t i o n  b u t  they

uere permitted to appear in thj  examination in pursuance 

to the order jiessied in July, 1987,  but they uere 

terminated since their,^erfornlance uas not found 

satisfactory,  It is strange iihat the respondents 

discouered that the Service jo f  the applicants uere not 

satisfactory after so many years of Service .  If  the

saruices of the apolicants ¿jere not found satisfactory

/
uhey they uere alloued to continué in the Service is

i
not Bxplained, After cont|Ínuous Service for so many 

years the applicant attaiijed a temperar y status,

I
Instead of alloum g  such? benefits they uere not alloued

to appear in the regularisation examination and they

l
uere removed from sery/ice uhile bheir junoirs uere 

retained in the Service!

2 .

3hall nou appear in thfe examination fe-h e—ex am i ngt ion and the

!
results uill be declaped and in case they pass in the 

examination they uill/ be taksn back into Service .  Even 

otheruise, since the-fjuniors to the applicants are

I
retained in Service» the applicants uill  also be taken 

back and alloued to^continue in Service .  No doubt, if 

the applicants arel qualified  ffor regularisation , they

Under the ordera- of the Tribunal,  the applicants
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u i l l  be r e g u l c r i s e d  o n  d ue  d a t e s  thougih  b a c k - u a g e s

1
m s y  n o t  b e  g i v / e n ,  In a n y  e v e n t ,  t h e  a p | D l i c a n t 3  u i l l  

b e  r e - a p p o i n t e d  i n t o  S e r v i c e ,  o r d e c  as  to  c o s t .

l / i fce-Chairman

Dated/__________ lC> April« 1992 , Lucknou.

( t g k  )
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