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HEADNOTE:

The Beas Project, which was comenced in 1960, was a
joint venture of the conposite State of Punjab and the State
of Rajasthan. All decisions on policy and admnistrative
matters relating to the project were entrusted to a Board
known as the Beas Control Board, which was constituted by
the Central Governnment in consultation with the State
Governments concerned. For the purpose of construction and
conpletion of the Project Engineers and a |large nunber of
ot her categories of enployees were taken on deputation from
the States of Punjab and Rajasthan and sonme others were
directly recruited by the Beas Control Board.

In the neantinme in the year 1966, the State of Punjab
was reorgani zed and the new States of Haryana and the Union
Territory of Chandigarh cane into being and a part of the
Punjab Territory was transferred to the then Union Territory
of Hi machal Pradesh. The Punjab Reorganization Act, 1966
contai ns a chapter on Bhakra Nangal and Beas Projects. After
1966, the Project became the concern of the State of
Raj ast han and the successor States of Punjab, Haryana and
the then Union Territory H nachal Pradesh.

The Bhakra Managenent Board constituted by the Central
Governnment under s. 79(1) of the Act for the adm nistration
mai nt enance and operation of works specified in clauses (a)
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to (g) of that sub-section was enpowered to enploy the
necessary staff for the efficient discharge of its
functions. The proviso to s.79(4) of the Act states that
every person who i mediately before the constitution of the
said Board was engaged in the construction, maintenance or
operation of the works shall continue to be so enployed
under the Board in connection with the said works on the
sanme terms and conditions of service as were applicable to
hi m bef ore such constitution until the Central Governnment by
order directs otherwi se. The Bhakra Managenent Board was
pl aced under the control of the Central GCovernment. By
virtue of s.80(1), construction of the Beas Project was to
be undertaken by the Central Governnent on behal f

421

of the successor States and the State of Rajasthan. Section
80(2) of the Act ~enpowers the Central Governnent to
constitute the Beas Construction Board and the Board was
enpowered to appoint such staff as may be necessary for the
efficient discharge  of its functions. The first proviso to
s. 80(3) is in simlar terns to the proviso to s. 79(4). By
sub-s. (5) any conponent of the Beas Project in relation to
whi ch the construction has been conpl eted after Novenber 1,
1966, may be transferred by the Central CGovernnent to the
Bhakra Managenent Board constituted under s. 79 and
thereupon the provisions of s. 79 becone applicable as if
works transferred to the Bhakra Managenent Board were
included in s.79(1). Sub-section (6) of Section 80 provides
that the Bhakhra Managenent Board shall be re-naned as the
Bhakra Beas Managenent Board, when any of the components of
the Beas Project has been transferred and that the Beas
Construction Board shall cease to exist when all the
conponents of the Beas Project have been so transferred.

The Petitioners who were officers and staff of various
categories and whose services were sought to be term nated
by way of retrenchnment on the conpletion of the Project work
contended (1) that they were enployees of the Centra
Government, (2) that their <conditions of service were
governed by rules which apply toits tenporary enployees and
(3) that the orders of retrenchnent passed against them
while retaining t he deputationists in-service were
violative of Arts. 14 and 16 of the Constitution
N

HELD : 1. (a) Though the petitioners were appointed
under the orders issued by or on behalf of the Beas Contro
Board of the Beas Construction Board, they were enpl oyees of
the Central Governnent. Such of them as were appoi nted by
the Beas Control Board becane the enployees of ~ the Beas
Construction Board by virtue of the first proviso to s.
80(3). It was by and on behalf of the Beas Control Board
that sonme of the petitioners were appointed prior to the re-
organi zation of the conposite State of Punjab on Novenber
1966. The Beas Control Board ceased to exist and its place
was taken by the Beas Construction Board constituted on
Cct ober 1, 1967. Therefore by reason of the first proviso to
s.80(3) the petitioners becanme the enployees or were
enpl oyed by the Beas Construction Board. [431-E-F, G 432A]

(b) By virtue of s. 80(1) the Beas Project was to be
undertaken by the Central Government on behalf of the
successor States and the State of Rajasthan. But the direct
and imredi ate responsibility to construct and conmplete the
wor ks of the Beas Project was inposed by the statute on the
Central Governnent and not on the successor States and the
State of Rajasthan. The concerned States were only under an
obligation to provide necessary funds to the Centra
CGovernment and that CGovernment is enmpowered to constitute
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the Beas Construction Board and assign to that Board such
functions as it my consi der necessary. Though the
appoi ntnents of the petitioners m ght have been nade in the
nane of or on behalf of the Beas Construction Board they
were truly and in substance nade for the benefit and at the
behest of the Central GCovernment. The staff appointed for
di schar gi ng the functions of the Board was appointed in
order to enable the Central Governnent to discharge its
responsibility wunder s. 80(1). The petitioners are,
therefore, enployees of the Central CGovernnent. [432B, D, E
H, 433A]

2. The contention of the petitioners that they were
guasi - permanent enployees  in terns of the Central GCvi
Services (Tenporary Service) Rules, 1965 has no force. Under
r. 3 a Governnent servant is deenmed to be in quasi-permnent
service if (i) he has been in continuous service for nore
than three
422
years and  (ii) the appointing authority being satisfied,
having regard to the quality of his work, conduct and
character-as to his suitability for enploynment in quasi-
per manent capacity under the CGovernnent of India has made a
declaration to that effect. Although the petitioners have
been in continues tenporary service for. nore than three
years, it is for the appointing authority to deci de whether
they fulfil the second condition or not.. No Governnent
servant can claimentitlenent to a declaration that he was
i n quasi - permanent ‘servi ce because the question of declaring
himto be quasi-permnent does not depend nerely on the fact
of his being in service for ~a-particular nunber of years.
[433C E]

3. The plea of the petitioners that they should be
retained in service for the purposes of the Beas Project
even after the transfer of the conpleted works of that
Project to the Bhakra Managenent Board is w thout force. The
petitioners were holding their enploynent either under the
Beas Control Board or, after November 1, 1966 under 't he Beas
Construction Board. The first proviso to s.79(4) is designed
to protect the services of persons, who, prior to the
establ i shnent of the Bhakra Managenent Board, were engaged
in the construction work connected with the Bhakra and
Nangal Dans and the power houses |inked therewith. ~The
petitioners were working on the Beas Project and were not
therefore entitled to the benefit of that proviso. [434A, F-

4. Though Section 80(5) requires a conpleted work of
the Beas Project to be transferred to the Bhakra Managenent
Board, it does not provide that persons who were enployed in
connection with such a work should also be transferred as
enpl oyees of the Bhakra Managenent Board. In the very nature
of things there could be no such provision because if any
persons were enployed for the Beas Project only their
enpl oyment would normally cease on the conpletion of that
Project. In fact, the petitioners were taken in enpl oynent
on tenporary posts for the purpose of conpleting the Beas
Project. On the conpletion of that Project or any other
works for which they were enployed, their enploynent woul d
normally come to an end, especially since the statute from
which their rights are said to flow does not protect that
enpl oynment . [ 435A-C

5. The first proviso to s.79(4) speaks of persons who
i medi ately before the constitution of the Bhakra Managenent
Board were engaged in the works nentioned in s.79(1). The
schene of s. 80 shows that the Bhakra Beas Managenent Board
was never constituted as such. The only effect which the
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statute brings about by s. 80(6) is the renamng of the
Bhakra Managenent Board as the Bhakra Beas Managenent Board.
The words "constitution of the said Board" cannot be
substituted by the words "the re-naming of the said Board"
The contenplation of s. 79(4) is that only a certain class
of enployees should receive protectionin the mtter of
continued enpl oynent. The petitioners do not fall wthin
that class since they were not enployees of the Bhakra
Managenment Board inmmediately before OCctober. 1, 1967 when
that Board was constituted. [435E-G

6. There is no substance in the grievance of the
petitioners that the proposed orders of retrenchnent
i nvol ved violation of the guarantee of =equality in the
matter of enployment. The petitioners and the deputationists
were not equals the petitioners were appointed on a purely
tenmporary basis and their appoi ntnents were governed by the
rul es applicable to tenporary establishnent. Wile accepting
the offers of appointment they subscribed to a declaration
that they had understood and accepted the conditions of
their enmploynent. They
423
are being retrenched in accordance with the conditions of
appoi ntnent and on conpletion of the Project for which they
wer e appoi nted. The deputationsts on the other hand bel onged
to the services of the respective States. The concerned
State Governnents were responsible to provide the necessary
funds to meet all the expenses of the Bhakra Managenent
Board. Since the very basis of their claim to be treated
equally with the deputationists is fallacious their claim
must fail. [436C-E, 437A, B, 438C

7. (a) Fromthe very beginning of their enploynent the
wor k- charged enpl oyees were engaged for~ execution of
specified work. They are industrial workers entitled to the
benefits of the provision of the  Industrial Disputes Act,
1947. Their services automatically cane to an end on the
conpl etion of the works. [439D, E]

(b) Qut of 36,000 work-charged enpl oyees, 26,000 had
accepted retrenchnent conpensation in the «conciliation
proceedi ngs. By reason of s. 18(3) (d) of the Industria
Di sputes Act a settlenment arrived at in the course of
conciliation proceedings is binding on all persons who were
enployed in the establishment to which the dispute rel ates,
whet her they were enployed on the date of the dispute or
subsequently. The settlenent arrived at woul d bind the work
charged enpl oyees. [440B, C- D, E

JUDGVENT:

ORIG NAL JURISDICTION : Wit Petitions Nos. 3598, 4369,
4423, 4536, 4391, 4505, 4376, 4658 of 1978 and 565 of 1979.

Under Article 32 of the Constitution

L. N Sinha (WP. 3598), A K Sen (WP. 4369), Dr. Y.
S. Chitale (W P. 4391 and 4536), M K. Ramanurthy (W Ps.
4505 and 1246), B. P. Singh, S. S. Javali and Ashok Kaul for
the Petitioners.

Sushil  Kunar for Respondent No. 10 in all Wit
Petitions

S. N Kackar, Sol. Genl. (W Ps. 3598, 4369 and 4505),
E. C Agrawala (W Ps. 4369, 4505 and 3598), R N. Sacht hey
(inall mtters and for the State of Haryana in WP. 565)
and M ss A Subhashini for the other appearing Respondents.

Anand Prakash, P. H Parekh, B. Datta and K K
Manchanda for RR 11-17 (WP 4536) R 14 (in WPs 4505 and
4658)
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S. M Jain for R 4 in 3598, 4369, 4376 and 4391

B. D Sharma for R 4 in rest of the W Ps.

The Judgnent of the Court was delivered by

CHANDRACHUD, C.J. this is a group of nine Wit
Petitions under Article 32 of the Constitution raising the
guestions as to whether the petitioners are enpl oyees of the

Central CGovernnent; if so, whether their <conditions of
service are governed by rules which apply
424

to tenporary enployees of the Central CGovernnent; and
lastly, whether the orders of retrenchment proposed or
passed against themare violative of Articles 14 and 16 of
the Constitution.

There are in all 542 petitioners in Wit Petitions Nos.
3598, 4369, 4423, 4376 and 4391 of 1978. This group consists
of Engi neers, Overseers, Teachers, Sub-divisional d erks,
Clerks, Accounts Cerks, Tinme-keepers, Research Assistants,
St or e- keepers, Meter Readers, Daughtsmen, Tracers and Steno-
typists. I'n these five Wit Petitions orders of retrenchnment
were proposed to be passed agai nst the petitioners but those
orders have been stayed by this Court during the pendency of
the Wit Petitions. In Wit Petition No. 565 of 1979, there
are 158 petitioners anongst whom are Shift Engi neers, Line
Superintendents and~ Sectional Oficers. The 375 petitioners
inthe remaining three Wit Petitions 'Nos. 4505, 4536 and
4658 of 1978 are work-charged enpl oyees. The petitioners in
these three Wit Petitions have already been retrenched.
They are industrial enployees and there is an Award of 1974
by which their rights have been adjudi cated upon.

W wll deal with the -petitions _of work-charged
enpl oyees separately. Their cases stand on an altogether
different footing from those of other _enployees. CQur
reference to the petitioners’ imrediately hereinafter wll
nmean petitioners other than work charged enpl oyees.

Bef ore exam ning the petitioners” contentions, it is
necessary to have a broad acquaintance with the initiation
and i mpl enent ati on of t he Bhakr a- Nangal and Beas
Construction Projects, the provisions of the Punj ab
Reor gani sation Act, 31 of 1966, and the circunstances in
which a conflict has arisen between the conpeting right of
petitioners on one hand, who were recruited directly and the
"Deputationists’ on the other, who belong to service cadres
of certain State Governments and whose services have been
| ent for the purposes of the aforesaid Projects.

The construction of the Beas Project-was comenced in
the year 1960 as a joint venture of the erstwhile State of
Punjab and the State of Rajasthan, by rmutual ~ agreenent
bet ween the two States. Al decisions on (policy and
admnistrative natters were taken by a Board known as the
Beas Control Board, which was constituted by the Centra
CGovernment in consultation with the two States on February
10, 1961. The Beas Control Board was presided over by the
Governor of the then Punjab and its nenbers included
M nisters of the States of Punjab and Raj ast han, and senior
officers of the Central Govern-

425

ment and of the two States. The decisions of the Beas
Control Board used to be inplemented by the Punjab
CGovernment which was administering and executing the works
on the project. Expenditure for the project was shared by
the Punjab and Raj ast han Governnents.

Wth the passing of the Punjab Reorgani sation Act which
canme into force on Novenber 1, 1966, the new State of
Haryana and the Union Territory of Chandigarh cane into
bei ng, having been forned out of the territory of the
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erstwhile State of Punjab. A part of the Punjab territory
was al so transferred to what was then the Union Territory of
H machal Pradesh. Wat renained wth Punjab becane the new
State of Punjab

The Punjab Reorganisation Act contains a separate
chapter, Part WVIIIl, on "Bhakra-Nangal and Beas Projects".
Wth effect from Novenber 1, 1966, the Bhakra-Nangal Project
and the Beas Project becane the concern of the State of
Raj ast han and of the successor States of the erstwhile State
of Punjab, nanely, the new States of Punjab and Haryana and
the then Union Territory of Hi machal Pradesh.

By section 79(1) of the Punjab Reorganisation Act, the
' Bhakra Managenent Board’ was constituted by the Centra
CGovernment for admnistration, managenent and operation of
t he Bhakra Nangal Project which included the Bhakra Dam the
Nangal Dam certain-irrigation headworks, power houses and
sub-stations. By section 79(2); the B. M Board consists of
(a) a mhole-tipe Chairman and two whol e-time nenmbers to be
appoi nted by the Central Governnent; (b) a representative
each of the Governnments of the States of Punjab, Haryana and
Raj ast han-and ~the Union Territory of Hi nmachal Pradesh to be
noni nated by the respective Governments or Adnministrator, as
the case my be; and (c) two representatives of the Centra
CGovernment to be nominated by that Government. By Section
79(3), the functions of the B. M Board include (a) the
regul ation of the supply of water fromthe Bhakra-Nanga
Project to the States of Haryana, Punjab and Rajasthan; (b)
the regulation of the supply of power to any Electricity
Board or other authority in charge of the distribution of
power; (c) the construction -of such of the remaining works
connected with the Right Bank Power House as the Centra
Covernment may, specify, and (d) such other functions as the
Central Gover nnent may, after consul tation wth t he
CGovernments of the States of Haryana, Punjab and Raj ast han
entrust to it. Sub-section (4) of section 79 gives to the
B.M Board the power to enploy such-staff as it may consider
necessary for the efficient discharge of its functions,

subject to an inportant proviso to which we will refer in
due course. Sub-section
426

(5) of section 79 provides that the CGovernnents of the
successor States and of Rajasthan shall at all times provide
the necessary funds to the B. M Board to neet all expenses
(including the salaries and allowances of the staff)
required for the discharge of its functions and that such
amounts shall be apportioned anong the successor States, the
State of Rajasthan and El ectricity Boards of the said States
in such proportion as the Central Governnent may, having
regard to the benefits to each of the said States or Boards,
specify. By sub-section (6), the B.M Board is under the
control of the Central Governnent and has to conply with
such directions, as may fromtine to tine be given to it by
that Governnent. Sub-section (9) gives to the B.M Board the
power, with the previous approval of the Central Government,
to make regul ations for certain matters, i ncl udi ng
appoi ntnents and the regulation of the conditions of
service, of the officers and other staff of the Board.
Section 80(1) of the Punjab Reorgani sati on Act provides
that the construction, including the conpletion of any work
al ready commenced, of the Beas Project shall on and fromthe
1st Novenber, 1966 be wundertaken by the Central Governnent
on behal f of the successor States and the State of Rajasthan
Provided that the Governments of the successor States and
the State of Rajasthan, shall provide the necessary funds to
the Central Governnent for the expenditure on the project
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i ncluding the expenses of the Beas Construction Board. For
the discharge of its functions under sub-section (1), sub-
section (2) of section 80 enmpowers the Central Governnent,
in consultation with the Governments of the successor States
and the State of Rajasthan, to constitute a Board to be
called the Beas Construction Board. Sub-section (3) of
section 80 provides that the notification constituting the
B. C Board nay enpower the Board to appoint such staff as
may be necessary for the efficient discharge of its
functions. There is an inportant proviso to this sub-section
to which we will turn later. Sub-section (5) of section 80
provi des that any conponent of the Beas Project in relation
to which the construction has been conpleted after the
appoi nted day nay be transferred by the Central Governnent
to the Bhakra Managenent Board constituted under section 79,
wher eupon the provisions of that section shall apply as if
it were a work includedin sub-section (1) of that section

By sub-section (6), the Bhakra Managenment Board constit uted
under section~ 79 is to be renaned as the Bhakra Beas
Managenent Board ~when any of the components of the Beas
Project is transferred under sub-section (5). The Beas
Construction Board is to cease to exist when all the
conponents of the Beas Project have been so transferred.

427

Thus, Part WVIII~ of the Punjab Reorganisation Act
provides for the constitution and prescribes the functions
and powers of three different Boards : (1) The Bhakra

Managenment Board, (2) The Beas Construction Board and (3)
The Bhakra Beas Managenent Board. For brevity, these Boards,
are nostly referred to in thisjudgnment asthe B.M Board,
the B.C. Board and the B.B.M Board respectively. The B.M
Board and the B.C. Board were constituted on October 1,
1967. The B.M Board was renanmed as B.B. M Board on May 15

1976 when two components of the Beas Project, the Bhatinda-
Sangrur Transm ssion Line and the Pani pat Sub-Station, were
transferred to the B.M Board. Prior to reorganisation

there was only one Board in existence, called the Beas
Control Board, which was constituted on February 10, 1961

We have noticed that the Beas Project which, prior to
the reorganisation of Punjab, was a joint venture of the
erstwhile State of Punjab and the State of Rajasthan, becane
a venture of the successor States and the State of Rajasthan
with effect from Novenber 1, 1966. Prior to the
reorgani sati on, the mnmanagenent and construction works ~ of
Bhakr a- Nangal Project as well as of the Beas Project were
under the <control of the erstwhile State of Punjab, though
the entire expenditure for the two Projects was shared by
Punjab and Rajasthan. By the Reorganisation Act, the entire
expenditure for the construction and conpletion of the Beas
Project was to be shared by the successor States and the
State of Rajasthan but the responsibility of construction
and conmpletion of the Beas Project was entrusted to the
Central Covernment.

The petitioners were appointed for the purpose  of
construction and conpletion of the Beas Project. Mst  of
them have been working as Engineers, Sectional Oficers,
Accounts Clerks, Teachers, etc. for over 11 vyears. The
construction works of the Beas Project were nearing
conpletion as a result of which, they were under an i mi nent
threat of retrenchnment fromservice. The petitioners cane to
know t hat the Central Governnent had taken a policy decision
toretain in service for the purposes of the Bhakra-Nanga
Schene, only such enpl oyees who bel onged to the services of
the Punjab, Haryana and Rajasthan CGovernments and who were
serving on deputation in connection with the works of the
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Bhakr a- Nangal Schene. The petitioners have filed these wit
petitions to restrain the Governnent from enforcing that
deci si on.

The case of the petitioners is that they are holding
posts under the Central Government and are governed by Rul es

appl i cabl e to the Central CGover nent enpl oyees.
Consequently, their services were not

428

liable to be terminated and they were not liable to the

retrenched except in accordance with the said Rules. In any
event, according to the petitioners, they are entitled to be
retained in service and to continue in service as enpl oyees
of the Bhakra Beas Managenent Board, after the conponents of
the Beas Project are transferred to that Board.

The Petitioners further contend that they and the
enpl oyees of the various ~State Governments who had cone on
deputation in connection with ~the Beas-Sutlej Project were
di scharging simlar duties and were clothed with simlar
responsi bi'lities. The petitioners, no | ess than the
deput ationists, had rendered service to the satisfaction of
their enployers and therefore they coul d not be
di scrimnated against in the matter of continuing in their
present enployment. The policy initiated by the Governnent
of India under whi ch it was decided to retain the
deputationists in /service and retrench direct recruits like
the petitioners s, ;according to the petitioners, violative
of the guarantee of equality contained in Article 14 of the
Constitution. In any event, so the petitioners contend, they
cannot be renoved from service while officers junior to them
and | ess qualified than them who had cone on deputation from
other States are retained in service.

On these grounds the petitioners-pray by their Wit
Petitions that (a) the decision of the Central Governnment to
retrench the petitioners from service be quashed; (b)
respondents be directed to retain the petitioners in service
in the Beas Project and continue toenploy themin the posts
held by them after their transfer to the Bhakra Beas
Managenent Board; and (c) respondents be asked ‘to /issue
certificates to the petitioners that they -are ‘quasi-
per manent enpl oyees w thin the nmeaning of the Central G vi
Services (Tenporary Service) Rules, 1965.

The Union of India, the States of —Punjab, Haryana,
Raj ast han and Hi machal Pradesh, the State Electricity Boards
of these four States, the Bhakra Beas Managenent Board, the
Beas Construction Board, the General Manager of the Beas
Project, three Chief Engineers and two Superintending
Engi neers of the Beas-Sutlej Link Project and the Beas Dam
Project have been inpleaded as respondents to the Wit
Petiti ons.

The contention of the respondents, as set out in the
affidavits filed on their behalf, is briefly this: Persons
like petitioners who were appointed by the Beas Construction
Board are not enployees of the Central Covernment and
therefore they cannot claimany declaration or relief on the
basis that they are enpl oyees of the Central Governnent. The
petitioners were all enployed by the Beas Construction
429
Board on a purely tenporary basis and at the tine of their
appoi ntnent they had given witten undertakings confirm ng
the terms of their appointnment. They could not be permtted
to resile fromtheir undertakings and ask for being absorbed
in permanent enploynent. The bulk of the regul ar enpl oyees
working on the Beas Project belonged to the partner-States
of Punjab, Haryana and Rajasthan where they held liens on
their posts in their parent departnments. The partner-States
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havi ng been wunable to neet the enploynent requirenents of
the Beas Project, the Beas Construction Board appoi nted the
petitioners on an ad hoc, tenporary basis wth a clear
understanding that they will have no right to be retained in
service after the conpletion of the Beas Project. By the
very nature of its requirenent, the Beas Construction Board
had no authority to enploy any person pernmanently and i ndeed
it was for that reason that the Board had to resort to
peri odi cal termination and re-enploynent of certain directly
recruited enpl oyees. As the Beas Project did not have any
per manent or independent cadre of its own, the services of
the petitioners were governed by the express terns mentioned
in the letters of their appointnent.

The first question which arises for considerationis
whet her the petitioners are enployees of the Centra
CGovernment. Whereas the petitioners contend that they are,
| earned Solicitor ~General contends on behalf of the Union
CGovernment that the petitioners were appointed either by the
Beas Control Board or by the Beas Construction Board,
dependi ng on whether the appoi ntnents were nade prior to or
after Novenber— 1, 1966, that the Central Government had no
power or authority to make appointnents to these two Boards,
that the appointnents of the petitioners were nmade by one or
the other Board expressly for a tenporary period and for the
speci fic purpose of conpleting the works of the Beas Project
and that on conpletion of those works the petitioners cannot
becorme the enpl oyees of the Central Governnent.

These rival subm ssions require an exanination of the
provisions of the Punjab Reorganisation Act = on which both
sides rely in support of their contentions, but before that,
it is necessary to state that the offers of appointnent were
nade to the petitioners nostly by the Executive Engi neer or
the S.D. O, Adninistration, on behalf of the Superintending
Engi neer, Departnent of Construction, ~Beas Dam | Tal wara
Townshi p. These offers were accepted by the petitioners.

The provisions of the Punjab Reorganisation Act afford
in our opinion a clear answer  to the question whether the
petitioners are enpl oyees of the Central Governnent.

430

By virtue of section 78(1) of that Act, all rights and
liabilities of the erstwhile State of Punjab in relation to
the Bhakra-Nangal Project and the Beas Project becane the
rights and liabilities of the successor States witheffect
from Novenber 1, 1966. Under section 78(4), "Beas Project"
nmeans the works which were either under construction or were
to be constructed as conmponents of the Beas-Sutlej Link
Project (Unit I) and Pong Dam Project on the Beas river
(Unit I1).

Section 79(1) confers upon the Central Governnent the
power to constitute the Bhakra Managenent Board for the
admi ni stration, nmaintenance and operation of the works
specified in clauses (a) to (g) of that sub-section. Section
79(4) enpowers the Bhakra Management Board to enpl oy such
staff as it may consider necessary for the efficient
di scharge of its functions. The first proviso to this sub-
section is inportant and nay be extracted fully:

"Provi ded that every person who i nmedi ately before
the constitution of the said Board was engaged in the
construction, maintenance or operation of the works in
sub-section (1) shall continue to be so enpl oyed under
the Board in connection with the said works on the sane
terns and conditions of service as were applicable to
him before such constitution until the Centra
CGovernment by order directs otherw se".

Sub-section (6) provides that the Bhakra Managenment Board




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 10 of 18

shall be wunder the control of the Central Governnment and
shall conmply with such directions as may fromtinme to tine
be given to it by that Governnent.

Section 80(1) provides that notw thstanding anything
contained in the Reorgani sation Act or in any other law, the
construction (including the completion of any work already
commenced) of the Beas Project shall, on and from Novenber
1, 1966, be undertaken by the Central Governnent on behal f
of the successor States and the State of Rajasthan. Under
the proviso to sub-section (1), the successor States and the
State of Rajasthan are under an obligation to provide the
necessary funds to the Central Governnent for neeting the
expenditure on the Beas  Project for the discharge of its
functions under sub-section (1). The Central Governnent is
enpower ed by sub-section (2) of section 80 to constitute the
Beas Construction Board. The notification constituting that
Board may enpower the Board, as provided in sub-section (3)
of section 80, to appoint such staff as may be necessary for
the efficient discharge of its functions.
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The first - _proviso to sub-section (3) is also inportant and
may be extracted fully:

"Provi ded that every person who inmedi ately before
the constitution of the Board was engaged in the
construction or any work relating to the Beas Project
shall continue to be so enployed by the Board in
connection with the said workson the sane terns and
conditions of \ service as were applicable to himbefore
such constitution until the Central Covernnment by order
directs otherw se".

By sub-section (5) any conponent of the Beas Project in
relation to which the construction has been conpl eted after
November 1, 1966 may be transferred by the Centra
CGovernment to the Bhakra Managenment Board constituted under
section 79 and thereupon the provisions of section 79 becone
applicable as if a work transferred to the Bhakra Managenent
Board were included in subsection (1) of section 79. Sub-
section (6) of section 80 provides that the Bhakra
Managenent Board constituted under section 79 shall be "re-
named" as the Bhakra Beas Managenent Board when any of the
conponents of the Beas Project has been transferred under
subsection (5) and that the Beas Construction Board shal
cease to exist when all the conmponents of the Beas Project
have been so transferred.

These provisions |eave no doubt that-the petitioners,
t hough appoi nted under orders issued by or on behalf of the
Beas Control Board or the Beas Construction Board are
enpl oyees of the Central Governnent. Such of the petitioners
as were appointed by the Beas Control Board becane the
enpl oyees of the Beas Construction Board by virtue of the
first proviso to section 80(3) which we have “extracted
above. The construction of the Beas Project was comenced in
the year 1960 as a joint venture of the conposite State of
Punjab and the State of Rajasthan. The Beas Control Board
was established on February 10, 1961 and it is by and on
behal f of that Board that some of the petitioners were
appoi nted prior to Novenber 1, 1966 when the Punjab
Reor gani sation Act canme into force. The Beas Control Board
ceased to exist and its place was taken by the Beas
Construction Board which was constituted on October 1, 1967.
The remaining petitioners were appointed by or under the
authority of the Beas Construction Board. The position which
therefore energes is that either by reason of the first
proviso to section 80(3) under which every person who
i medi ately before the constitution of the Beas Construction
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Board was engaged in the construction of any work relating
to the Beas Project becane entitled to continue to be so
enpl oyed by the Beas Construction Board, or because the
appoi nt nents were nmade for
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the first tine by the Beas Construction Board itself, the
petitioners became the enployees or were enployed by the
Beas Construction Board.

That | eads to the guestion whet her t he Beas
Construction Board was a body incorporate with an
i ndependent statutory existence or B, whether it was nerely
alinb of the Central Government. Section 80(l), which
clinches the matter, provides that notw thstandi ng anything
conplained in the Reorganisation Act or in any other |aw,
the construction and conpletion of any work of the Beas
Project shall be undertaken by the Central CGovernnent on and
from Novenmber 1, 1966. It is undoubtedly true that under the
sai d provision, the Beas Project was to be undertaken by the
Central Governnent on behal f of the successor States and the
State of Raj ast han. But t he di rect and i medi ate
responsi bility to construct and conplete works of the Beas
Project was inposed by the statute on the Central Governnent
and not on the successor States and the State of Rajasthan.
Under the proviso to section 80(1), the Governnents of these
States are only under an obligation to provide the necessary
funds to the Central Government for neeting the expenditure
on the Beas Project, including the “expenses of the Beas
Construction Board 'in behalf of" the discharge of its
functions under sub-section ( 1 ) . The Central Governnent
is enpowered by section 80(2) (a) to constitute the Beas
Construction Board "w th such nenbers as it may deemfit"
and to assign to that Board "such functions as it may
consi der necessary".

In the 1light of these provisions, we find no substance
in the contention of the Union CGovernment that the
petitioners are enpl oyees of the Beas Construction Board and
not of the Central Governnment. The constitution of 'the Beas
Construction Board is a nmatter of admnistrative expedi ency
provided for by section 80(2), in_ order to -enable the
Central Covernment to act through a statutory agency for the
pur pose of discharging its functions and obligations under
section 80(l). Section 80(3) shows that it is by virtue of
the authorisation contained in the notification issued by
the Central Governnent constituting the Beas Construction
Board that the Board acquires the power and authority to
appoint the staff which is necessary for the efficient
di scharge of its functions. The Beas Construction Board, in
appointing its staff. acts in pursuance of ‘an authority
del egated to it by the Central Governnent or conferred upon
it by that Governnent. In one word therefore, though the
appoi ntnents of the petitioners may have been nade in the
nane of or on behalf of the Beas Constructi on Board, they
were truly and in substance nade for the benefit and at the
behest of the Central GCovernment. The staff appointed for
di scharging the functions of the Board was appointed in
order to enable the Centra
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CGovernment to discharge its responsibility wunder section
80(1) of wundertaking the construction and conpletion of the
wor ks of the Beas project. There is therefore no doubt that
petitioners are enpl oyees of the Central Governnent.

Having found that the petitioners are enployes of the
Central Covernnent, the next question which we nust proceed
to examine is whether their conditions of service are
governed by rules which apply to tenporary enpl oyees of the
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Central Governnent.

One of the principal reliefs clained by the petitioners
is that the Governnent of India be directed to issue
certificates to themto the effect that they are quasi-
per manent enployees in terms of the Central Civil Services
(Tenporary Service) Rules, 1965. It is inpossible to
entertain the plea that the petitioners are entitled to any
such certificate. Rule 3 of the aforesaid rules provides
that a Covernment servant shall be deened to be in quasi-
permanent service if, (i) he has been in continuous service
for more than three years and (ii), the appointing authority
being satisfied, having regard to the quality of his work,
conduct and character as to his suitability for enpl oynent
i n quasi - permanent capacity under the Governnent of India,
has made a declaration to that effect. It does appear that
the petitioners have been  in continuous tenporary service
for more than three years but whether they fulfil the second
conditionor not'is amtter to be decided by the appointing
aut hority having regard to the wvarious circunstances
menti oned _therein. No Gover nment servant can cl aim
entitlenent to a declaration that he is in quasi-pernanent
service, because the question as to whether he is entitled
to such a declaration does not depend upon the nere fact of
his being in service for a particular nunmber of years. W
cannot therefore grant to the petitioners this particular
relief.

W would however like to make it clear that iif by
reason of being in 'the tenmporary service of the Government
of India, any benefit Ilike ternminal gratuity or death-
gratuity provided for.in the rules of 1965 accrues in favour
of the petitioners, it - wll be opento them to nmake n
representation in t hat behal f to t he appropriate
authorities. W have no doubt that ~if the petitioners are
entitled to any benefit under the rules of 1965 by reason of
the fact that they are in ‘thetemporary service of the
CGovernment of India, the concerned authorities will not deny
that benefit to them It is however not possible for us to
consi der the question sought to be raised by the petitioners
inregard to the benefits to which they are said 'to be
entitled, because the determ nation of that question depends
on the sati sfaction of the authorities and on the
fulfillment of conditions into which it is not possible or
appropriate for this Court to enter.
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The petitioners also pray that the respondents be
directed to retain them in service for the purposes of the
Beas Project itself and to continue to enploy themin the
posts held by them after the transfer of the conpleted
works of that Project to the Bhakra Managenent Board. This
prayer is founded on the provisions of the first proviso to
section 79(4) and those of sub-sections (S) and  (6) of
section 80 of the Punjab Reorganisation Act. W do not' think
that any of the af oresaid provisions can help the
petitioners. Section 79(4) provides that the Bhakr a
Managenent Board nay enploy such staff as it may consider
necessary for the efficient discharge of its functions under
the Act. By the first proviso to this sub-section, every
person who "imediately before the constitution of the said
Board" was engaged in the construction, rmaintenance or
operation of the works nentioned in subsection (1) shal
continue to be so enployed under the Board in connection
with the said works, on the sane terms and conditions of
service as were applicable to himbefore such constitution
until the Central Government by order directs otherw se. The
proviso refers to persons who were engaged in any of the
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works nentioned in clauses (a) to (g) of section 79(1)
i medi ately before the constitution of the Bhakra Managenent
Board. That Board was constituted on OCctober 1, 1967 and
therefore the narrow question to ask oneself is whether the
petitioners were engaged in connection wth any of the
matters nmentioned in clauses (a) to (g) of section 79(1),
i medi ately before that date The Beas Construction Board was
al so constituted on the sane date as the Bhakra Managenent
Board, that is to say, on Cctober 1, 1967. The petitioners
were holding their enploynent either under the Beas Contro
Board or, after Novenber 1, 1966 under the Beas Construction
Board. The first proviso to section 79(4) is designed to
protect the services of persons who, prior to the
establ i shnents of the Bhakra Managenent Board, were engaged
in the construction work connected wth the Bhakra and
Nangal Danms and the ~power “houses Ilinked therewith. The
petitioners were working on the Beas project and are not
therefore entitled tothe benefit of that proviso.

A branch - of the sane argunent is that under section
80(S), conponents of the Beas Project the construction of
whi ch has  been conpleted after Novenber 1, 1966 have to be
transferred to the Bhakra Managenment Board and thereupon the
provisions of section 79 come into operation as if the
transferred works were included in clauses (a) to (g) of
section 79(1). It /is ~urged that if any conpleted conponent
of the Beas Project is transferred to the Bhakra Managenent
Board as required by section 80(S), as has been done in the
present case on May' 15, 1976, the petitioners woul d becomne
the enpl oyees of the
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Bhakra Managenent Board, since the work in connection with
which they were enployed is transferred to that Board. There
is no warrant for this subm ssion because, though section
80(5) requires a conpleted work of the Beas Project to be
transferred to the Bhakra Managenent Board, it does not
provide that persons who were enployed in connection with
such a work should also be transferred as enpl oyees of the
Bhakra Managenent Board. In the very nature of things there
could be no such provision because. if any persons were
enpl oyed for the Beas Project only, their enploynment woul d
normal |y cease on conpletion of that Project. In fact, the
petitioners were taken in enploynent on tenporary posts for
the purpose of conpleting the Beas project. On the
conpl etion of that Project or any other works for which they
were enployed their enmploynment would nornmally come to an
end, especially since the statute from which their rights
are said to fl ow does not protect that enpl oynment.

Yet another |inb of the same argunent flowi ng fromthe
provisions of section 80(6) is that since a conpleted
conponent of the Beas Project was transferred to the Bhakra
Managenent Board on May 15, 1976. that Board had to be
renamed under sub-section (6) as the Bhakra Beas Managenent
Board. It is urged that the words "Bhakra Beas Managenent
Board" should be substituted for the words " Bhakra
Managenent Board" occurring in section 79(4) of the
Reorgani sation Act, and if they are so substituted, the
expression "said Board" in the first proviso to section
79(4) would necessarily have reference to the Bhakra Beas
Management Board. This argunent contains a fallacy. The
first proviso to section 79(4) speaks of persons who
i mediately before "the constitution” of the Bhakr a
Managenent Board were engaged in the works mentioned in sub-
section (1) of section 79. The scheme of section 80 shows
that the Bhakra Beas Managenment Board was never constituted
as such. The only effect which the statute brings about by




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 14 of 18

sub-section (6) of section 80 is the renamng of Bhakra
Managenent Board as the Bhakra Beas Managenent Board. The
words "constitution of the said Board" cannot therefore be
substituted by the words "the renaming of the said Board"
The contenplation of section 79(4) is that only a certain
cl ass of enpl oyees should receive protection in the matter
of continued enploynent. Unfortunately, the petitioners do
not fall within that class since they were not enployees of
the Bhakra Managenent Board imedi ately before Cctober 1,
1967 when that Board was constituted.

The only point which nowremains to be examned is
whet her any violation of articles 14 and 16 of the
Constitution is involved in the
436
proposed retrenchment of the petitioners. The case of the
petitioners is this: They and the ’Deputationists’ from
State Covernment services possess similar qualifications,
carry the sane responsibilities and discharge simlar duties
and functions.. Therefore, no discrimnation can be nmade
agai nst .them inthe nmatter of continuation in enploynent.
They cannot be retrenched ~ from service and the
Deputationists allowed to take their place. If at all there
has to be retrenchment consequent upon the conpletion of
works of the Beas Project, the Deputationists nust be
retrenched along with'the petitioners, so that the senior
enpl oyees in the two categories will be retained in service.
Wol esal e retrenchnent of one category of —enployees, the
direct recruits here, to the -exclusion of the other
cat egory, t he Deput ati oni st s, brings about El egant
inequality between the tw andis hostile  discrimnation
agai nst the forner.

We see no substance in the grievance of the petitioners
that the proposed orders of retrenchnment i nvolve violation
of the guarantee of equality in the mtter of  their
employnment. It is of the essence of the right of equality
that equals nust be treated alike: In other words, sone
anongst equal s cannot be subjected to hostile discrimnation
by giving favoured treatnment to others who are ‘sinmilarly
situated. The difficulty in accepting the petitioners’
contention in regard to discrimnation.is that they and the
Deput ati oni sts are not equals, not being simlarly situated
inthe matter of the right to continue in enploynment. The
petitioners were appointed on a purely tenporary basis for
the consunption and conmpletion of the works of the Beas
Project. The offers of appointnment nmade to themare on the
record and they show that each of them was offered a
"Tenporary post" and the appointnent was to be "governed by

the rules applicable to Tenporary Establishnents”. Two of
the six conditions on which they were appointed are these:
"(1) Persons engaged tenporarily wll be on the

footing of nmonthly servants and their enployment
carries with it absolutely no claimto pensions or any
ot her absentee allowance beyond those conditionally
given to tenporary enpl oyees.. ; and

(2) The services of such enployees may  be
di spensed with at any tinme without notice in cases of
m sconduct of any description on their part or of
unsati sfactory work and otherwise by one nonth’s

notice, or paynent of one nonth’'s salary in lieu of
notice. Also wth or without notice, their engagenent
will cease absolutely on conpletion of work in

connection with which their appointnents nmay have been
sancti oned. "
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The petitioners accepted the offers of appointnents by
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subscribing to A a declaration that they had understood and
accepted the conditions of their enploynment. The petitioners
are being retrenched in accordance wth the conditions
subject to which they were appointed. It is not denied that
the works of the Beas Project are in the final stage of
conpletion and the petitioners will be rendered surplus, in
so far as that Project is concerned.

The Deputationists belong to a different cl ass
altogether and are situated differently as conpared with the
petitioners, in so far as the continuation in enploynment is
concerned. The Deputationists belong to the service of the
successor States and the State of Rajasthan. It is these
States which, under section 79(5) of the Reorganisation Act,
are under an obligation at all times to provide the
necessary funds to the  Bhakra Managerment Board to neet al
expenses, including the salaries and allowances of the
staff, required for the discharge of its functions. By
section 79(3), the functions of the B.M Board include the
regul ati on of the supply of water from Bhakra-Nangal Project
to the States of Haryana, ~Punjab and Rajasthan. Under
section 79(2), the Bhakra  Managenent Board consists of,
inter alia, a representative each of the Governnents of the
States of Punjab, Haryana,  Rajasthan and the then Union
Territory of Hi machal Pradesh. The State of Punjab, the
successor States /and the State of Rajasthan are thus
directly interested in the successful working of the Bhakra-
Nangal Scheme, being its inmedi ate beneficiaries. Since they
are al so wunder an obligation to provide the necessary funds
to neet all expenses of the B.M Board, .including the
salaries and allowances of its-staff, the Governments of
these States want their _own enployees to he posted on
deputation for service under that Board.

Thus, the petitioners are enployees of the Centra
CGovernment while the Deputationists are enployees 'of the
respective State Governments. The terns and conditions of
the petitioners’ appointnents provide for the termnation of
their enploynent by one nonth's notice cr pay in lieu of
notice. Their services are also liable to be term nated on
conpl etion of the Beas Project for which they were enpl oyed.
The rights and liabilities of the Deputationists flow from
the terms of their service under the State Governments. On
conpl etion of the works of the Beas Proj ect, the
Deput ati oni sts working on that Project are required by their
enpl oyers, the respective State Government, to work under
the B.M Board. There 1is no question of the entitlenent or
ri ght of the Deputationists to work under that Board.

The genesis of the appointnents of the petitioners and
the Deputationists thus shows that they belong to two
di stinct and separate
438
cl asses and cannot be considered as equals in the nmatter of
continuation in their respective enploynents. The infirmty
inthe argument of the petitioners on the question of
violation of the right to equality is that though they were
enpl oyed by the Beas Construction Board for the purposes of
the Beas Project, they claimin the first instance the right
to be transferred to the services of the Bhakra Managenent
Board which, as we have shown earlier, they cannot do. The
reason why they claim the right to be transferred to the
services of the BM Board is clear. If they are entitled to
be so transferred, the claimthat they are equals of the
Deputationists will acquire sone plausibility because they
will at |east be serving, for the tine being at any rate,
under the sane Board. They would then be able to clai mequa
treatment with the Deputationists. Since the very basis of
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their claim is fallacious! as they have no right to be
transferred to the enploynent of the B. M Board, their
claimto equal treatnent with the Deputationists has to fal
withit.

In this viewof the mtter, it 1is unnecessary to
consider the decisions in Mervyn Coutindo v. Collector of
Custons, Bonbay; Roshan Lal Tandon v. Union of India; S. M
Pandit v. State of G@ujarat; and General Manager, South
Central Railway Secunderabad v. A V.R Siddhanti, which Shri
A. K Sen has cited in his witten subm ssions.

To sum up, we are of the opinion that the petitioners
are enmpl oyees of the Central CGovernnent. Their conditions of

service will be primarily governed by the terns of their
appoi ntnent but, if they are entitled to the benefit of any
of the rules of the Central Civil Services (Tenporary

Service) Rules 1965, they  may make representations in that
behal f to the appropriate authorities. It is, however, not
possi ble for this Court to grant to the petitioners any of
the reliefs clainmed by themas arising out of the provisions
of the aforesaid rules, includingthe relief by way of a
declaration that they shall be deemed to be in quasi-
per manent service wunder rule 3. W are further of the
opi nion that the petitioners have no right to be transferred
to the services of the Bhakra Managerent' Board, now re-naned
as the Bhakra Beas Managenent Board. Lastly, the proposed
retrenchnment of the petitioners does not offend against the
guarantee of equality contained in articles 14 and 16 of the
Constitution, since 'the petitioners ~and the Deputationists
bel ong to two different and distinct classes.
439

Before parting wth the cases of these petitioners, we
would Iike to record the assurance given by the |earned
Solicitor Ceneral on behalf of the Government of India that
whil e retrenching the petitioners, the 'last cone, first go
rule will be applied inter se —anongst the petitioners and
further, that if and when any direct recruitnments are made
to the posts under the Bhakra Beas Managenent Board,

preference in those appointnments. will be given to the
petitioners, if they are retrenched.
W will now proceed to deal wth Wit Petitions Nos.

4505, 4536 and 4658 of 1978 in which the petitioners are al
wor k- char ged enpl oyees.

A wor k-char ged est abl i shnent br oadl y nmeans an
est abl i shnent of which the expenses, including the wages and
al l owances of the staff, are chargeable to "works". The pay
and al l owances of enployees who are borne on a work-charged
establishnent are generally shown as a separate sub-head of
the estimated cost of the work.

The entire strength of |abour enpl oyed for the purposes
of the Beas Project was work-charged. The work-charged
enpl oyees are engaged on a tenporary basis and their
appoi ntnents are nade for the execution of a specified work.
Fromthe very nature of their enploynent, their services
automatically come to an end on the completion of the works
for the sole purpose of which they are enploy- ed. They do
not get any relief under the Paynent of Gatuity Act nor do
they receive any retrenchnent benefits or any benefits under
the Enpl oyees State |Insurance Schermes.

But though the work-charged enpl oyees are deni ed these
benefits, they are industrial workers and are entitled to
the benefits of the pro- visions contained in the Industria
Di sputes Act. Their rights flow fromthat special enactnent
under which even contracts of enploynent are open to
adjustrment and nodification. The work-charged enployees,
therefore, are in a better position than tenporary servant
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like the other petitioners who are liable to be thrown out
of enpl oynent without any kind of conpensatory benefits.

The record of Wit Petition No. 4505 of 1978 shows that
offers of alternative enployment were made to the work-
charged enpl oyees and many of them have accepted those
offers. The rule of ’last cone, first go° has also been
consistently adopted while retrenching the work-charged
enpl oyees. In fact the work-charged enployees possess a
unique right as industrial enployees since, by reason of
section 25J(1) of the I ndustrial Disputes Act, the
provi si ons of Chapter VA,
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"Lay-of f and Retrenchment", have effect notwithstanding
anything inconsistent therewith contained in any other |aw
i ncludi ng standing orders . made under the I ndustria
Enpl oynment (St andi ng orders) Act, 1946.

There were in all ~about 36000 work-charged enpl oyees
working-on the Beas Project. Qut of them about 26000 have
al ready accepted retrenchment conpensation under the
settlenent arrived between the worknen and the nmanagenent in
the conciliation proceedings held by the Regional Labour
Conmi ssi oner (Central), ~New Del hi, under section 12 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Al the 12 unions of which
the wor k-charged enployees are nenbers were parties to the
said conciliation proceedings. By reason of section 18(3)(d)
of the Industrial Disputes Act, a settlenent arrived at in
the course of a conciliation proceeding is binding on al
persons who were enployed in the establishment to which the
di spute relates, whether they were enployed on the date of
the di spute or subsequently. In Rammagar Cane and Sugar Co.
Ltd. v. Jatin Chakravorty and ors., it was held by this
Court that it is not even necessary, in order to bind the
work men to the settlenent arrived at before the
conciliator, to show that they belonged to the union which
took part in the conciliation proceedings, since the policy
underlying section 18 of the Act is to give an extended
operation to such settlenents. In the instant case, all the
12 unions which represented the worknmen on the work-charged
establishment were parties to the conciliation proceedings.

The settlement will therefore bind all the work-charged
enpl oyees.
Apart from the settlenent in the conciliation

proceedi ngs, an award was nade by the Industrial Tribunal
Central, Chandigarh, in Reference No. 2-C of 1971, in an
i ndustrial dispute between the work-charged enpl oyees of the
Beas-Sutlej Link Project, Sundernagar, wth which we are
concerned, and the nanagenment. Under that award, as stated
inthe award itself, a consent formula was evolved to which
the worknmen "virtually agreed”. The benefits which flow to
the work- charged enpl oyees under the aforesaid award dated
May 15, 1974, have been accepted by alnost all “the work-
charged enpl oyees, involving a burden of about Rs. 3 crores
on the enpl oyers.

Since the work-charged employees are bound by the
settl enent dated June 28, 1977 effected between them and the
nmanagenent in the conciliation proceedings and since they
are also bound by and have accepted benefits wunder the
consent award dated May 15, 1974,
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they are not entitled to any rights apart fromthose fl ow ng
fromthe A aforesaid settlement and the Award. Special Leave
Petition No. 1246 of 1979 which is filed to challenge the
Award and C. MP. No. 2077 of 1979 which is filed for
condonati on of the delay of over four and hal f years caused
infiling the S.L.P. shall have to be dism ssed
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W would like to say that in regard to the work-charged
enpl oyees, it is high tinme that the Governnent franmed
specific rules to govern their enploynment so as to dispel
al | doubts and confusi on.

The result of the aforesaid discussion is that all the
Wit Petitions, the Special Leave Petition and the C.MP.

for condonation of delay are dismssed. There will be no
order as to costs.
N. K. A Petitions disnissed.
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