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The petitioner in the present writ petition has sought for a direction to
the respondents to consider his services rendered as daily wage employee
as pensionable service.

2. Perusal of the record would show that the petitioner was initially
engaged as a daily wage employee in the year 1979. The services of the
petitioner were subsequently regularized in the year 1988. The petitioner
continued to work with the respondents as a regular employee till his date

of superannuation in the year 2016. The aforesaid facts itself reveal that



Khatai

the petitioner had more than 28 years of regular service rendered under the
respondents.
3. State counsel fairly admits that the petitioner is being given the
pensionary benefits for these 28 years of regular service that he has
served.
4, Records of the petition would show that the petitioner had also filed
a claim case for grant of gratuity before the Controlling Authority under the
Payment of Gratuity Act and he has also got an order by the Controlling
Authority granting gratuity from the date of his initial appointment i.e. in the
year 1979.
5. So far as the pension is concerned, the Pension Rule is very clear
that the pension would be counted for the regular service rendered by the
employee with the department. In the instant case, the regular service
rendered by the petitioner was from 1988 to 2016. The petitioner has
sufficient qualifying service enabling him the pension and the pension also
is being paid to the petitioner for the said period.
6. In view of the same, this Court does not find any substantial material
made out by the petitioner calling for an interference or for an order in the
nature of mandamus directing the respondents to count the services
rendered as a daily wage employee to be treated for pensionable service.
7. The writ petition fails and is accordingly dismissed.

Sd/-

(P. Sam Koshy)
Judge



