Dirizien Bench

BEFORE THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF
CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR |

 Writ Appeal No. .;E\o 012009,

~ APPELLANT =~ Arvind Sonkar, S/o. Shri
Respondent No.1 =~ Gangaram, aged about 40
(Petitioner in the years, through Devendra

Labour Court) | Cycle- - Stores,  Nandani
e - Chowk, Rajnandgaon (C.G_.)

- Versus

- RESPONDENTS :1) State of Chhattisgarh D.F.O.
T . Bhanupratappur West Kanker
(C G.)
PETITIONER

- (Defendant No.1
~ in the Labour Court) |

2) Managmg o D1rector,_ ~ Zila
- Vanopaj Sahkari  Sangh
- Maryadit, Bhanupratappur, o
West Kanker (C.G.) |
RESPONDENT No 2

| (Defendant No.2
in the Labour Court)

APPEAL UNDER SECTION 2 CLAUSE N L[OF THE i
 CHHATTISGARH HIGH COURT JAPPEAL TO L
DIVISION BENCH) ACT RULES 2006 |




 HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR
DB Hon’ bIe Shri Justlce I.M. Quddusn and
Hon’ble Shr| Justlce Prashant Kumar Mishra

ert AD-D_’_QAl N0.89 Of 2009
| AQ Q. ellant : . | o P_urta Rem Yadavl
" Respondents e  State of Chhattlsgarh and
. e = another '

Present : ' ' “

Shri H.B. Agrawal Senior Advocate wrth Smt. Meera Jalswal counsel

for the appellant. :
- Shri Ajit Singh, Panel Lawyer for the Statel espondent No.1.

Shr: A.S. Kachhawaha counsel for respondent No.2.

Agpeal under Section 2 Clause (1) of the Chhattlsgarh quh Court
(Ap[)ji-ll to DMSlon Bench) Act 2006 -

Wit A A_gpeal No 90 of 2009
o L o - aly ua“i s

Appellant S " Anvind Sonkar
‘ | VErsus
Ih: | - Respondents | S State of Chhattlsgarh and f |
e | e o another

Present '

Shri H.B. Agrawal Senior Advocate wrth Smt Meera Jalswat counsel

for the appellant. .

Shri Amrito Das, Panel Lawyer for the State/respondent No. 1
Shn A.S. Kachhawaha counsel for respondent No.2.

Agmeal under Section 2 Clause (1) of the Chhattlsqarh High Cou __rt _ | I
(_pneal to D|V|S|on Bench) Act, 2006 ' '

ORAL JUDGMENT |
(Dellvered on 30‘“ March 2010)

v&

) Perl M Quddu5| J

Learned counsel appeanng for the partles are heard flnally




W

2, Disposal of Writ Appeai : No{8912009 shall also govern the

disposal of Writ Appeal No.90/2009, as they arise out of a common

order dated 5-3-2009 pas'sed by the learned- Single Judge in Writ

Petitions (L) No.2760/2008 and 276_1/2--008.. By the impugned order

dated 5-3-2009, both the writ petitions preferred by the State of
~ Chhattisgarh through Divisional Forest Officer, Bhanupratappur, West

Kanker (Chhattisgarh)' have been atlowed and the order dated 7-12-

2007 passed by the Labour Court, Rajnan-dgaon-- has been quashed. |

3. Brief facts of the case are that'the— appellants Puna Ram Yadav

and Arvind Sonkar were appointed as daily wager thou'g'h. the
) _

appellants had raised a,pleaubefore; the Labour;"Court;'that they were
| appointed under‘ the Divisional Forest Officer but the xerox copies of

the .doc'uments annexed with the writ petitions show that they were

appomted on daily wage basis by the Managmg Dlrector of the Zila

Vanopaj ‘Sahkari Sangh Maryadit, Bhanupratappur West Kanker and

their ser\nces were dlspensed with v1de order dated 7—3 2000 a xerox

copy of Wthh is annexed as Annexure R-2/1 Wlth the return of the sald

_ Managlng Dlrectorlrespondent No 2 m both the wrlt petltlons Further
-the Managlng D:rectorlrespondent No.2 has also filed xerox copy of a
document with Writ Petition (L) No 2760/2008 which is the certifi cate '
N and voucher of' muster roll No. 6202/36.- -showmg payment of wages of
Rs.6, 351/— by the Managmg D:rector for the penod from 1-4- 1994 o
30-4- 1994 and has also fi led Xerox copy of another document wnth Wirit

) Petltlon (L) No. 2761/2008 as Annexure R- 2/3 which is the certifi cate_'

and voucher of mustér roll No. 6202/08 showing payment of wages of

Rs.5,242/- by the Managing Dlrector for the period from 1-3-1 994 to

. 30-3-1994. Copy of the muster roll, issued on 1-4-1994, in which _name A
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5.  With the aforesaid observations, both the writ appeals are.

_disrhissed. There shall be no order as 1o costs.
6. A copy of this judgment be placed on the record of the
connected writ appej;flylﬁ. : ' - o /5 |
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