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JUDGEMENT

1. The petitioner who was working on the fixed
salary of Rs.300/- as a wreman in the office of the
respondent, filed this Special Civil Application and
chal l enge has been nade to the order annexure "H dated
24th Decenber, 1982, under which his services were
t er m nat ed.

2. The petitioner was appointed as part-tine wrenan



by the respondent Panchayat in the year 1977 and the copy
of order has been filed as annexure "A'. He was given
the fixed salary of Rs.110/- p.m, but the petitioner has
contended that it was later on increased to Rs.125/- p.m
The petitioner has come up with a case that under the
resolution dated 30th June, 1981, of the respondent, the
petitioner was made full tinme wirenan on a fixed salary
of Rs.300/-p.m Under the notice dated 5th Decemnber,
1981, the petitioner was called upon to show cause why
his services should not be termnated as he has failed to
di scharge his duties as wireman. Then cones the notice
dated 18th May, 1982, annexure "E to the sane extent.
Utimtely when the petitioner has not inproved his
wor ki ng, and his work renmained to be unsatisfactory,
under the order dated 24th Decenber, 1982 his services
were term nated. Hence, this Special Cvil Application

3. The counsel for the petitioner contended that the
services of the petitioner under the inpugned order has
been terminated w thout giving notice or an opportunity
of hearing to the petitioner. It has next been contended
that the petitioner has not been given the pay-scale
according to law, and as such, the action of the
respondent to termnate his services, is illegal

4. 1 have given ny thoughtful consideration to the

submi ssi ons nade by the learned counsel for the
petitioner. It is not in dispute that the petitioner was
appoi nted as part-tine and this appoi ntnment was purely on
urgent tenporary basis. Nothing has been produced on
record by the petitioner that he has been given the
substantive and pernanent appointment on the post of
Wi renman. From the avernents nmade by the petitioner in
para No.4 of the Special Civil Application, though the
resol ution has not been filed by the petitioner, it cones
out that under the said resolution the fixed salary of
the petitioner has been increased fromRs.125/- p.m to
Rs. 300/- p.m. The status of the petitioner remained
only of a part-tine tenporary enployee. From the order
of the termination of the services of the petitioner
dated 24th Decenber, 1982, it is clear that his work was
not satisfactory and before term nation of his services,
he has been given sufficient opportunity by giving him
notices fromtime to time, but still he has not inproved
hi s wor ki ng.

5. Taking into consideration the fact that the

petitioner was only a tenmporary part-tine enpl oyee and as
his work was not satisfactory the inpugned order has been
made and his services were termnated. The respondent
was not required to give any notice or opportunity of



hearing to the petitioner before making of the order
termnating his services as it is a case of tenporary
part-tinme appoi ntment. The tenporary enployee has no
right to hold the post. Simlarly, the tenporary service
of the enployee remains to be tenporary until the sane is
made permanent by specific order or by sonme provisions of
law, which is not the case here. It is not obligatory on
the part of the enployer to give any notice or
opportunity of hearing to the tenporary enpl oyee before
his services are term nated and reference in this respect
may have to the decision of the Hon' bl e Suprenme Court in
the case of MP.H S.V.N. vs. Devendra Kumar reported in
JT 1995 (1) SC 198. Here is a case where, as stated
earlier, the petitioner's tenporary appoi ntnent has been
extended fromtine to tine to give himan opportunity to
i nprove his work, but when he has not inproved his
working, the action of the respondent to termnate his
servi ces under the inmpugned order cannot be said to be
arbitrary or unjustified.

6.In the result, this Special Civil Application

fails and the same is dismssed. Rul e di scharged.
Interim relief, if any, granted by this Court stands
vacat ed.
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