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FFNTPAT ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BRENCH
0A Nao.987/2002

. . . &
New Delhi, this i day of Novemher, 2003

Hon’ble Shri S,K. Naik, Member(A) (7?9
Kapil Dev
65-C4, Rly Colony
Tughlakahad, New Delhi - Applicant

Ppnfral Road Research Institute
(Drawing & Degign Sect
Mathura Rnnd New Delhi
2. C.A.0,
Central Rnad Research Institute
Mathura Road, New Delhi
3. Executive Engineer

Central Road Research Institute
Civil Section
Mathura Road, pr Delhi
4. Director
CSTR, Anusandhan Bhavan )
Rati Marg, New Delhi .+ HRespondents

(Mg. Neelam Thakur,; Advocate)
ORDER
Ry ftiling this 0A; the applicant has challenged the

oral order of discontinuance ot his service by the

(Grant of Temporary Status & Regulatiaon)} Scheme of

Government of India, 1993, o

2., According to applicant’s version; he was appointed as

Helper in the Civil Section of Central Road Research

"Institute on 2.2.2000 on casual basis against a permanent

post and his term was extended by a written order till

the post was filled up hy a regular appointment.



2
However, he has not annexed any written order in this
regard, as according to him, order of extension had heen
misplaced by him., He has contended that in terms of the

he had oput in more than one year service continuously

under the resfondenth. He has also placed reliance on

Delhi State Minerél Development Corpn., 1990(1) scc 361
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dated 30.9,1999 was duly signed between the Central Road
Research Institute, New Delhi
and M/s. A.N., Kapoor for providing manpower at CRRI
main campus and its colony at Maharani Bagh, New Delhi

for Malis, Electricians, Mason, Helper (unskilled) and
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Sataiwala and the work awarded was not closely connecte

with the main research Jarriéd on by the respondents.

indulgence by this Tribunal. Engagement of the aprlicant

#
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4, Drawing my attention to the decision dated 30.8,2001

of the apex court in the case of |

Front Workers ete, ete. JT 2001 (7) SC 268, the learned

after the issuance of a prohibition notitication under
section 16 (1) ot the CLRA Act prohibiting employment of
contract labhour or étherwise, in an industrial dispute
brought bhefare it by any contract labourer in regard to

his conditions of service, the Industrial Adjudicator
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will have to consider the question w

con

rihunal has no Jjurisdiction to
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entertain the present 0OA, the counsel would contend.

h. I have heard the learned counsel for the contesting

parties and carefully gone through the pleadings
- 3

available on record In so far as reapondents

/f



4
not bheen able to produce any document to show that he was
directly engaged or appointed against a regular vacancy
by any of the officer of the respondent-organisation. 1In
view of this position, he cannot claim regularisation 1in

.ase, That apart, the judgements
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relied wupon by the applicant would not render him any

assistance as they are distinguishable inasmuch as the
igssune involved in them was relating to replacement of an

6. In the result, I find no merit in the present OA and

accordingly dismissed, ©No costs.

buane

(S.K. Naik)
Member(A)
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