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CSNTKiai. s^lINISiWiriVE TRIBUNE 

LUCKNOW bench  

LUCKlSfOV/,

0 ,A ,  No. 90 Of 1990

Pren Kumar " Applicant

V er su s

Union of India & others. Respondents,

H o n .  iyir. justice U*C. Srivastava/ V ,C .
Hon. Mr»K. Qbaw a, Adm. Member.__________

(Hon. Mr. justice U ,C ,Srivastava ,V .C ,)
A

After reference of th - applicant on the ground 

tt’ii: he has not completed 240 clays, the a^jjplicant has 

op;^roached this Tribunal praying relief against the 

refusal but also agaiist his termination, he w?s initially

appointed as casual labour in the office of Regional 

and Accounts Officer, National High Way, Ministry of 

Transport, on ’ 28 .4 .1987  but the formal order v;ere issued

on 2 .6 .8 7 . According to the applicant since then he has

been continuously working e:xcept v^ithbreaks of one day on 

every Sunday. He was informed that his services are no

longer r e.^irel and he need not attend the o ffice . According

to the applicant he wac a-workrnan and the employer vjas 

an Industry. He has put in more than 240 aays of service 

and could not be te-ni in at ed without following the provisions

of Industri4l Disputes Act,

The respondents have •oppo'sed the application

pleading that the applicant was on daily wages, he was 

appointed for a period until a regular clerk duly selcted

by the staff Selection Commission joined. Wnen SnriMunner 

a aulv selected candidate f rom S,S,C,v^as apoointed, the 

work of casual labour no longer being available, the casual

employment was not required. The respondents have refuted
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the allegation that the a epartment of surfecq/is 

KStfe: an inoustry.

3 , The appointiTient letter indicates t h a t  tte

applicant was appointed as casual l a b o u r . It  maybe that 

the work of Typist was taken from him, but the L .D .G . in

Govt, of India is made after adopting certain procedure

and as such the contention of the applicant that he

has nothing to do withthe a p p o in tm e n t  o f  Shri Munner 

to be
cennot behold/a ground. i^.lthough the applicant was a

casual labour and the work was taken from him, in case 

the work of typist was taken from him, there appears 

to be no r e a s o n  vjhy the applicant b e  not given reaTnoloy- 

m e n t 'while re-considering the c^se of the applicant 

for re-anploi^ment ha willb® given priority over new 

comers. Application is disposed of withthe above

obgervctions* Ko order as tocosts.

V .C .

Shakesl/- Lucknowj Dated l 6 . 12.92,


