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A 152/94, | . Dt. of Order:29-7-34.

(CRODER PASSED BY HON'BLE SHRI A.V.HARIDASAN,
MEMBER (3) ).

Out of the 41 applicanis in this cases, Lhe
wWwes '
1at appliCantﬁcpt =mdang sponsored by the Employment
Exchange while the others were sponscrad by the
Employmant Exchangs. The 1st applicant was sngaged
from 1986 onwards until June, 1992, 1In no year hs

had completed 240 days., All thas other applicants were

engsged for casual work initially for 30 days and

]

thereafter axfended specefically far 16 days, Th

y
wera not engageé thareafter. The grievance of the

' {ienn Mol
applicants is that while the applicants gfg_baan con-
&inued in engagement, the Respondents have regularly
appointed out siders who were not sponsored by the
Emﬁloyment Egchanga. An l.dustrial Dispute was raised
by the applicant was not referred to the Industrial
Tribunal or the Labuur Court by the competent authority.
Under these circumstances the applicants have filed
this-applicatimn claiming that the termination of their
services he dgclared as illegal and unlawful and the
Respondent No.3 be directed to reimstate the applicants
with &ffect from the date.oF last working in service
with full back wages.

2, ~The Respandents'in their counter have contended
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that the applicant{Wo.2 onuwards wers engaged for
L] W

spacefic periocd and the termination of their sarvics on
S o

account of non BErREw=X ranual of their term ang for
want of work. As far as Applicant Ho.,l1 is ecnecerned in
no yesr he has complated 240 days and therefore he is not

entitled to the provisicons of Rule-5 of the I.D.Act.

According to the Respondente the termination of the

services of the applicant; being on account of non=renual

DF'term of appointmengj Et does not amount te retrenche-

ment and therefore there is no basis Tor the claim cf ths

applicants that the termination of their services is

illegal and unjustified. Respondents further pray that
the appliaégyais liable to be dismissed as the mattar

is devoid of merits.

3. We have gone through the application carefully
and heard the arguments of the 5Sri Rajanna, learnéd
counsel for the applicsnts and Shri N.V.Ramana, lsarned
standing counsel for the‘Respondents 1 te 3, A caraeful

scrutiny of the documents annexed to the O.A. leali@s hio

of
doubt/the fact that #he non-continuance of the applicants

2 to 41 was on account of nonrenual of appointmant in-

accordance with the terms of order of appointment., Thus

Aol s wrder £ (60)
it clearly hars sub section 283 of tha I.D.Act, and the
7 - ' .

terminstion of their services dees not ap amount to re-

Vielato
trenchment hence no provisons af I.D.Acr has been fited by
T

the Raspondents., As far as the Applicant NHo,1 is con-

.
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ho y
carnoad g&:l he has uvorked over a long period that ta for

e—swesefic perind memptiefsd—in the—orders—ef—engagement

having nofworked for 240days in anyyear, is not antitled
h

to claim any better right that the other applicants.

Hence on the examination of the facts brought gutin the
application we do not find any violation of I dustzial
Lew by tha Respondents in terminating the services of the

applicant.

4, However, the learned counsel for the applicant

pleaded that atleast in regard to future engagement of

P L

IMER . .

casual X workers, the licants may be
casua HIME WO S, applican v-ir««»§

ev2Y
prafarzmez considered wikhkaut giving prefersnce Le the

Jned
freshers and the candidates who put in less number of
(\/
days of service. We consider that this request is
reascnable asnd an sympethetic grounds and alsc on the

ground that they have rendered some sarvics to the Hes-

pondenta, the appnlicants have a preferential right for

ool ey 2
engagement on casual basisthan Eﬁg;ﬁaashaas. In the

rasult the prayser of the applicant for s declaration
that the termination ef their services s illegand and
for a direction for reinstatement is rejected. Houever,

we direct the respondents to consider the claim of the

applicant for re-engagement on casusl basis-in praeference

.0!‘5.




to the freshers and juniors to the applicants, if and
 Wwhen the rsguirement to sngage casual employees arises
in future, No order as to costs.
%ﬂ‘)‘kﬁ {
(A.U.HARIDASAN)"///’F

Member (J)

(A.B.GORTHI)
Member XA)

| , f?VWEI>1A1ﬁﬂ(
Dictated in Open Court,

avl/

Copy toi=

1. Secretary, Ministry of Labour, Government of India,
Shraemik Bhavan, WNew Oelhi. ‘

2. Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) ATI Compound;
Vidyanagar, Hyderabad-007. : :

3. General Manager, Management of S&é?ﬁay Pringing Press,
Government of India, Mint Compound,* Saifabad, Hyderabad.

4. District Employment Officer(lLabour) Departmant of Employ-
ment and Training District Employment Exchange (Labour)
1=f8-522-10 Chikkadapally, Hydarabad. ‘ :

5., Ons copy to Sri. K.Rajanna, sdvocats, Advocates Associatie
High Court of A,P, Hyderabad. ‘ -

6. One copy to Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. €G3C, CAT, Hyd.

7. One copy to Sri. 0. Panduranga Réddy, Spl., counsel for AFa
8. Une capy to Library, CAT, Hyd. :
9, Une spara-copy.
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