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j
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cenan Applicants

Rangi Lal & Others

Us .
sses e ! ReSpondents.

Govt.of India & COthers,

Hon. Mr, Justice U.C. Srivastava,
Hon.ff, A.B.Gorthi, Member (A).
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(By Hon.Mr.Justice U.C. Srivastava,V.C.)
Since common questicnsof law ha®’been involved {

in these 4 aprlicants' cases they have besn bunched

f
together., The namss of these apblicants were sponsorled
|

|
by the Employment Exchange anc they were recruited as

[

!
Casual Labourers after interview. They wers appointed

[
preak in theilr services:
i

According to them there was no
[
when they were terminated, Prﬂor to their termination,

|
between the year 1980 to 1983 én daily wage basis.

o
accorcing to them, they have nét only attained the

]

temporary status and benefit b%t also as that of

permanent status and benefitslgs decided by the Jupreme
%W - 'V/

Yantea Pal Yadav's case. It was L
|

Court in the case of
“ {
thereafter that, that the respondents decided to hold
!
an examination to regularise the service of various

|

employees who were yorking oﬁ daily wage basis, but
I
the applicants uere not allo#ed to appear in the

examination., The grievance éF the applicant is that
, _

.’4 - 2y - -
they were not allouyed to apppar in the examipation,
[
and their services uvere terminated, but the
S . . . I . s e
juniors yere retained 1in tﬁe service. The termination
I
of the service of the applicants has been questioned
I
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on the ground that such . retrenchmen% is in v iolation
e Industrial Dispute

of the—ruires—wunder section 25 F of fh
WA o b '
’:23&:9?‘2; Claim fhat thoy A

Act . The reSpondents'have
haveioobiissued any appointment leJters to the a=plicants
and they were engaged in temporaﬁy employments whenever

necessity arcse and it has not bgkn denied that they were
but for a temporary :

continuously engaged in Service, |
break. It was also admitted th%t they were not allowed

i
i
[

to appear in the regulamisatioA examinat ion but they

were permitted to appear in thg examination in pursuance
to the order passed in July,‘3987, but they were
terminated since their_perforﬂgnce wvas not found

satisfactory., It is strange‘%hat the respondents

r a ‘v
discovered that the service jof the applicants wuwere not
Véars of service., If the

i
i
/

W

services of the applicants
J

ere not found satisfactory
whey they were allowed to éontinue in the gervice is

satisfactory after so many

/
temporary status,

[

not explained., After continuous service for so many

fary

years the applicant attaiéed
Instead of allowing such] benefits they were not allowed

to appear in the regularisation examination and they

|
i

were Tremoved from service while their junoirs were

retained in the servicez
2, Under the orderﬁ/of the Tribunal, the applicants
3hall nou appear in tné examinat ion #Hre—exomimetien and the
results will be declaﬁed and in case they AZSS in the

Even

examination they willf be taken back into service.
to the applicants are

otheruvise, since thefjuniors
retained in serviced the applicants will also be taken
No doubt, if

[

back and alloued tofcontinue in service.
qualified fior regularisation, they

®e o .3
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, \
will be regulcrised on due dates thoug‘ih back-wages
!
may not be given. In any event, the apfkplicants will .
be re-appointed into service. o ordaﬁlr as tg cost.
! ' T’W Vice~Chairman
‘,I
ii L o .
! < Jat ed/ 6 apri1, 1992, Lucknoy.
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