‘s

CENTRAL ALMINISTRALIVE TRIBUNAL

LUCKNOW BENCH

LUCKNOW .,
0., No. 90 of 1990
Prem Kumar ) Applicant
- vVersus
Union of India & others, Respondent s.

,

Hon. Mr, Just ice U.C., Srivastava, V.C.
Hon, Mr.K. Obayva, Adm. Member,

(Hon. Mr, Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.)

After reference of th: applicant on the ground
tht he has not completed 240 c¢ays, the applicant has
aphroached tnis Tribunal praying relief against the
refusal but also agasist his termination. He was initially
appointed as casual labour in the office of Regional Fay¥ ~-
and Accounts Officer, Naticnal High Way, Ministry of
Transport, on®28.4,1987 but the formal order wsre issued

on 2,6.87. According to the applicant since then he has

been continuously working except withbreaks of one day on

evely Sunday. He was informed that his services are no
longer reguire)and he need not attend the office, According

to the applicant he wat a‘workman and the employer was
en Industfy. He has put in more than 240 cays of service

and could not be te.minated without following the provisions
of Industriil Disputes Act.

2, The rzspondents have oppyséd  the application
pl:zading t hat the applicant was on daily wages. he was
appointed for a period until a regular clerk duly selcted

by the staff Selection Commission joined. Wnea &nriMunner
a8 auly selected candidate f rom S.S.C.was apoointed, the

wOork Of Casual labour no lonyger being available, the casual

employment was not required. fhe respondents have refuted
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the allegation thet t he aepartment of surface/is

[0)

xzk an InGustry.

3. The apnointment letter inaicates that tie

avplimnt was appointed #ssual labour.It maybe that

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

Govt, of India is made after adopting certain procedure
and as such the contention of the applicant that he

nas nothing to do withthe appointment of Shri Munmer

to be
cannot behold/a ground, Although 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 reason why the applicant be not given reempl oy=
ment 'while re-considering the case of the applicant

for re-employment ha willbes given priority over new

comers. Bpplicstion is disposed of withthe above

ogcervetions. o order as tocosts.

Luckrows Dated 16.12.92,



