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regularised, the apylicant’'s case was not similarly consid¥red. *

The reascn for this exclusion is.explained by the fact thst,
after 26-17-83, owing to non-sanction of any new post of casual
labgurers by the Command Headgquarters, none of the 3 candidates

i.e., the appiicant as well ss fir.Apm nna and FMr.Srihari fao,could

ue Eligagb'u “ngl.ar .Ly. mll J3 Ul LhEm WweEle Ll gl e SLHRCW LU
work in certain work-spots in non-official activity like Comuand

Non-Pullic Trensport rool or Ration Issue Stand or on similar olher
non.official regimental :

tasks. The learned additional Standing Lounsel explainéd tnat

the conduct of non-Puplic Fund in the MAVY is essentizl concerned
with regulation of certain activities which are not officially
finenced from Public fund but are,neverthaless, importsnt enuugh

frum the regimentsal point of view and are regquired to He attended

te through aun= public fund TcSOULCES.
6 It is evident that the applicant as well as the two

deployed in a manner similar to one another in vacancies of unskilled
iaber
labourers and were utilised similarly in non-public fund activity.
However, the difference between spplicant and the other two is that,
wherzas the former worked for certain period betueen January, 1982
to ~ovemper, 1983 only, the other two officials worked as Casual
Lebourers from 1982 through 1986, The Board of Gfficers which
scrutinised the cases and claims of all casual labourers in Hugust,
1991, was guided solely by the basic eligibility coneitions, like
number of days of engagement end the precise period of such engage-
ment. The positioq was that the applicant, not being in service

in 1985-by then ke had been working in non-public fund activities

qu the preceding 2 years-was not eligible to be considered. In-
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janf government, He further preays for a dirsction to the respon.ents

to regularise nis services with effect from thne date of hls initig},f=~

engagemg 'nt with all conseguential benefits.

e One of the strong ground projected by the apgplicant is

that for & long time he had been mads to aerform duties of clerical

L | T L

Command, and furthe{:mare that he was actually performing the guties-

and hanlding official corrssp.ndence winich could be cnly done

oy a regulerly employed clerk.
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that the applicant had besen engag:d toc wirk as Casual Labourer

in temporary vacancies against specefic sanctions issued from

time to time by the command Headguarters. The actual dstails of
and .

the number of days duties serformed, months in which thess were

per formed and the relevant sanction issued by the higher forma-

tion in respect of works in which ths applicant was sngaged, WErE

proguced by the resp ndents at the tice of the final hearing.

5. The main contention of the respondents is tnat when the

schewe for regularisation of services of unskilled casual labourers

[FIET ) At s — -—— -

the applicant was reitnher engaged a3s Casual Labourer . nor gid he
comeg up uith_his cléim uzfore the c;ncerned authaorities. The
applicsnt says that he was himself unsware. of the scheme and no one
told him.about it. UWhatever be the truth or otherwise, the fact
raméins thst whereas the 2 officials vizs, Mr.Sriheri Rao and
Mr.ﬂppanna,uha,accofding to the applicant, vere his juniors having

a
been engaged from date later than himself, were duly considered and



' service in verious units in ths Navy, no

or what status, They verv fart that k- =

clerical duties, and which he continues t
indicates that his services were apparent

efficient, Consigering this background,

- his service prospects URder anuerkhaw- -

the Governuent in future. On thig optimi
Gisposed of in terns of the suove order.

mitted vy the Lesrned counsel for the app

matter in which capacity

0o do even at present,
ly found wmseful and

the respongents oucht to

extend the wenefit of any frwﬁﬁn which =ight enable him to improve

stic note this case is
It was repeatedly sub-

licant that the appli-

cant desires to submit & representation for reconsideration of

" an apprcopriste dacisionwithin @ ressonable +ime.

10G. Wo ordsr as to costs.

his case. He May do so, and the Cespuncents are free to .ake
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