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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI

oA 2152/1999

\_New Delhi this the 6th day of July, 2000 . : \C\

Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J)

Trilok Chand
S/0 Shri Sant Ram
R/0 7/367,Trilok puri,

New Delhi, " eo Applicant

(By Advocate Dr.,Surat Singh, learned

counsel through proxy counsel Ms
Annu Mehta )

versus

1,Union of India
through the Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,
Govt.of India, North Block,

2.Commissioner,
Central Excise, C,R,Building,
I.pP.Estate, New Delhi.

3.Addl.Commissioner (P&V)
New Customs House, I.G.I.Airport,

New Delhi-37 .+ Respondents

(By Advocate Shri R.R.Bharti )

O RD E R (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swamlnathan, Member(J)

The appllcant has been working as casual labourer

with the respondents alongwith certain other persons as
out

set/in Paragraph 8 of the OA., Ms.Annu Mehta, learned proxy
counsel for the ;pplicadf submits that the applicant is
similarly situated as nine applicants in 0A 373/99 which
wés disposed of bf Tribunal’s order dated 21,5,1999(Ann.A.4).
Shri R.R.Bhérti;learned coﬁnsel for the: respondents has
submitted that the preseﬁt applicant had also filed another
application(OA 1439/98) before the Tribunal which was
diSposed of by order dated 5.10.1998(Annexure 1 to the counter

affidavit).

2, Learned proxy counsel for the applicant has submitted

that although the applicant was similarly situated as
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' épglicants in 0A 373/1999, he could not join’?® in that OA because
o%;jinancial reasons, She has pressed that in the facts and
circﬁmstances of the case’this appiication may be disposed of
on similar lines as thelTribunal's ofder dated 21,5.,1999 in
the aforésaid case. Shri R.R.Bharti,learned counsel for the
respondents does not seriously dispute tﬁe facts, including
the fact that the applicant was working with the respondents
like the other applicants in OA 373/99 and OA 1439/98,
3, The claim of the applicant # for a direction to the
ieSpondents to pay him the same wages as paid to the regular
_ ‘ at®
employees cannot be agreed to,as admittedly he was onlxzcasual
labourer and he was governed by the terms and conditions of his
employment, The other main claim raised by the applicant is with
regard to the reguiarisation of his services as casual labourer
and this has to be done in temms and condtions laid down in the
DOP&T OM dated 10.9,1993, It is seen from the order dated 21,5,99
in OA 373/1999 that the respondents were directed to consider and

pass an order of"iémporary,status of the applicants in accordance

with the provisions of the Scheme, Accordingly in view of the

submissiohs made by the learned counsel fdr the parties, this OA is
disposed of with the foilowing directions: =

Respondents are directéd to consider the case of the
applicant in terms of the provisions of the DOP&T Scheme dated
10.9,93 within a period of one month from the date of receipt of
a 6opy of this order for grant of’$emporaryhstatusnand other
benefits ﬁnder the Scheme, No order as to costs.
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(Smt,Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member (J)
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