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, 
ORDER

ShameuddinAbbast.Ji Petitionerg were appointed as sweepers in

Zarai Tarqiati Bank Limted (ZTBL) on contract basis in the year, zoo3

& zoo4 on monthly salary of Rs.5,ooo/-. Their contract was extended

from time to time by enhancing their salaries from Rs.5ooo/- to Rs.

Sooo/- in the year zor3. They have maintained this petition for

regularization of their services.

z, Learned Counsel for the Petitioners submits that

identical petition bearing C.P, No.D-rzr8 of zor3 was allowed by this

Court vide order dated o5.rzzoq, whereby services of contract

employees of Z.T.B.L. were regularized. The respondent bank

preferred civil Petition No.3rz ofzor8 which was dismissed by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court of Pakistan vide order dated o8.o3.zor9. He

further submits that this Court in C.P. No.D-z4r of uozo has also

regularized the services of Drivers working with Respondent Bank

(ZTBL) on the basis of iudgment passed by Hon'ble Supreme Court;

hence Petitioners are also entitled for same the relief,

\ ,.$"
lu/

r.

Wajeesh Kumar and another
through Mr. Sarfraz A. Akhund,
advocate
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3, On the other hand, learned Counsel appearing for

Respondent Bank has vehemently opposed for allowing the captioned

petition on the ground that petition is not maintainable as the same

hit by principle of Iaches as there is delay of 16 years in filling this

Petition; therefore the same is and is liable to be dismissed'

4, Leamed DAG has also adopted the same arguments

advanced by learned Counsel for Respondent Bank; however he has

admitted the fact that this Court as well as Hon'ble Supreme Court

have maintained these petitions and allowed the same by regularizing

the services of contractual employees of ZTBL'

5. Heard learned Counsel for the Petitioners, Respondent

Bank as well as DAG and perused the material available on record'

6. There is no denial of the fact that the Petitioners are

working as Sweepers in Respondent Bank (ZTBL) since last rB years

without any gaP in their sewices, It is a matter of record that this

Court has allowed identical petitions whereby services of the

contractual employees of ZTBL were regularized in C'P' No'D-rzr8 of

zor3 vide order dated o5.r,t'2or7. The relevant Portion of said order is

reproduced here as underr

" Petltioners have invoked the Jurlsdictlon of this Court v'ith

the prayer that their semlces ln respondent !la!-!ar!
fariqiii Botk Limited (ZTBL) mry be regularized in the.

lishi of declslon of the Honourable Supreme Court of
P"aktstan tn Ctvil Appeals Nos 378 to 383 of2009 (at page47)

od a reported declsion as 2009 SCMR page 1'

The undispuled facts are thot petitloners were appointed on

conffact basls as Dtivers in reipondent / ZTBL and were later

transferred ,o Kisan Support Senlce (Pvt) Linited' a

subsidiary of ZTBL with fresh contract o! employment'

lub. Sulraz A, Alchund leoned consel fot the pelitioner has

refenei to the intemal decision ol respondents' Human

Rlsources Department, whereby the services of one oJ the.

enployees lrai been regularized in view of the aforcmentioned,

dicision of the Eonourable Apex Court. k was furthet argued

bt, the oetitioners' counsel by relytng upon anothet

*rr*rt"d decision of htrted Divislon Bench of thk Court

hanied down in C.P. No.D92i/2009 (at page 67 of the Court

frte), in which the above dicta of Honourable Supreme Court
-was 

followed and conffacludl employment o! persons were

},J,
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changed into the rcgular one. The above wreported decision

itro'r"tolts to thi same respondentsZTBl and its other

senior execulives,

On the otler lwnd counsel lor the Respondents'Bank. has

relied ttpon hts pleadings / parawise comments and statecl thdl

ii' x ii* discition oi ot enployer to declde that which

emolovees should or should not be regulatized and, eve-n

;;{;t;riiy;;rgizarton. When querted' he teplied thar the

ofore-mentioned-decision of Honourable Supreme Court u)as

lir) i, iiirrrnt back droi as the persons/employees -in 
those

-cases lili{ated by lirst tnvoking the iurlsdiction oJ Labour,

CrM *; no, dircctty o! this Court, as is done by present

wtitionets.

We h@e consldered the atguments of both sldes' ln view of

the afore refened itdtcial pronouncemenls involving the'iiriiit 
xtirt and ihat too rilatlng to the same respondents'

ZTBL, there is lardly a y rcom lefi for the respondents to

dist@ish the rute latd down in the above decision lrom the

pnesen case.

Conseouentlv' fultowW the dicto laid down in the afte
iiitiiiiiiiis,nents, the present Pe'ttion ts accepted as

payed

Pmtles to bem lheir wn costs",

Z. Respondents have impugned said order before Hon'ble

Supreme Court of Pakistan in Civil Petition No'3rz of zol8' which was

dismissed and leave was declined, The relevant Portion oforder dated

o8.o3.zor9 is reproduced here as under:-

"The only point ln issue ralsed by the learned cotmsel for the petitio er

againE the tmpigfled ligtent dated 0.5't2'2017,by the learned High Coutt is

tlat rte rcspondertt *"n'iiiiit employees. of the petitioner until 2006 where-

iiu n"yirr, ,",*tiiiii in astic;oted c"potv' namelv Kisan supporr

liix" imu t'imtea i;''xsit ")' After leavtns.the emplovment ?f the Pe!i!!o!er',

the respondents "*ro, "tii^ 
ieliLf againstlheir lormer employer' Additional

documents n*" u"nfl"ily' ri"p"tttion"' under b'MA'No'652 of 2018' These

show tlat the nr*tniii iiii[riior xsst was car ed out on 3l'08'2006 bv'

;; ?';,rrt W, xqt'"i,ii'i")iiii* 1t su.ttro and not bv the manasement oJ

F,SSL. The selection iii'iiii'"'a for the pe.titioner who made the fresh

opponiirtt of t* ,ipo*'tt 7o' pidormtn[ the some duties as beJore except

that ttw were now "ioi"v"ii-ii 
t<isi' we igree with the learned counsel lor'iii'iihri*iitrt tiiesh aipointments m(e W {SSL 

are coverior persow

p*ndn7, services to iie puiiio*'' In- the circumstances' we do not see any

merlts to the obi*tton'-tiii' iy the karned. counsel lor the Petitionet' The

perition is dismissed and leave to appeal ts decttnea'

8. Since this Court has already granted relief in identical

petition and the said order has also been maintained by Hon'ble

\*q'
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Supreme Court. Pursuant to above position, this Court has also

allowed another petition bearing No. D-z4rlzozo vide order dated

2g.o3.zoz2. We found the case of the Petitioner at par with case of the

Petitioners of said Petitions. Petitioners are rendering their

uninterrupted services since last 18 years; hence there is no force in

the arguments of learned council for respondents on the point of
laches. In view ofabove, captioned petition is allowed as prayed, with

no order as to cost.

h["
JUDGE

JUDGE


