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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN
AT JODHPUR

S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 9116/2016
CNR: RJHC010535532016
URN: CW / 19888U / 2016

Dalpat Ram son of Shri Chogaramji, aged about 31 years,
resident of Harji Road, New Abadi, Village & post Jawal, Tehsil
and District Sirhoi.

----Petitioner
Versus

1. State of Rajasthan, Through the Principal Secretary Rural
Development & Panchayati Raj Department Secretariate,
Rajasthan, Jaipur.

2. Zila Parishad, Sirohi Through its Chief Executive Officer,
Zila Parishad, Sirohi.

3. Additional Chief Executive Officer, Zila Parishad, Sirohi.

----Respondent

For Petitioner(s) : Mr. Rajesh Shah, Adv.

For Respondent(s) :  Mr. Arpit Yoganandi, Adv. &
Mr. Nilesh Choudhary, Adv. for
Mr. Kuldeep Vaishnav, GC

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE UMA SHANKER VYAS

Judgment / Order

08/07/2026

fag™ sffergadr arel &1 des & b I, s faumT # 9y
2008 ¥ 2015 TP [PR=R TNl 3N WAHS Uoidl & ARIH 9|
ATl & ®U H AU HaATG IUART HAT Y&l T, HAY HAvIG Bl ©
qAqT T AT R T 9T & IfEaeTRAl gRT S9 U=isT uF
e M 2, fb g9 qracE 9y 2015 9 SHD! HaAg T ol S
W Tl AU ddl & FAdH # S=iH e AU Mooli Devi

Choudhary Vs. State of Rajasthan & Ors. 2010(4) WLC (Raj.) 334

gogd fobar |




[2026:RJ-JP:30128] (20f 3) [CW-9116/2016]

g9 Ut g™ sifdadar sl faumT a1 faes ? b ard
HHARI T, A T [T fRT H FAS: HHART 9 e @ dIs
G T8l 8, 59 BRUT W I 39 IR F 9d7 H AR 8q Bl
DTS AT UTT IR BT BN & 2 |

AFAI Hdied RITEd & [AT-d §id (2018) 17 SCC 641,

K.K. Suresh & Anr. V/s. Food Corporation of India & Ors. b HAHA
H U8 gaRen yfdquifad @ g ® fb Siel A @ |qa] Fdied
e Toidl @ Aegd W YT B SUSY dNdls T @ df Ul
Rerfd § Ir g A9 @& G HAE HHaR] fqd] R & ey
wnfid T 81 & ok U Refa # arll e favmr # fiRar wu
q AN R M & Gey § BIS MW U B BT ARNBRI 7L g,
SWRIFT v &1 IRT W=7 07 AT § S TR g

n

7. In the first place, the appellants failed to adduce any

evidence to prove existence of any relationship between
them and the FCI; Second, when the documents on record
showed that the appellants were appointed by the FCI
Head Load Workers Co-Operative Society but not by the
FCI then obviously the remedy of the appellants, if at all,
in relation to their any service dispute was against the said
Society being their employer but not against the FCI;
Third, the FCI was able to prove with the aid of evidence
that the appellants were in the employment of the said
Society whereas the appellants were not able to prove
with the aid of any documents that they were appointed
by the FCI and how and on what basis they claimed to be
in the employment of the FCI except to make an averment

in the writ petitions in that behalf. It was, in our opinion,

not sufficient to grant any relief to the appellants.”
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[2026:RJ-JP:30128] (30f 3) [CW-9116/2016]

e R 9 AN & Hey el B, Ifa: Ul Rerfa H srgrd
fOUmT, Il @l Waw TRaR w9 A oid, 39 UYBR Phl his
A AT YT & BT ARG LT & |

OROHT: I8 ATIST FWIRS B AT & | A fda W
AR fAaRa farar Sirar 21

(UMA SHANKER VYAS),]

38/Murari Lal Sharma



