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HON’BLE SHRI V.K.MAJOTRA, MEMBER (A)

HON’BLE SHRI KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER (J)

1. Jagdish Prasad /0 Ram Dulari,
RAD T.C.Camp, Qr. plen, G347,
Khichdipur, New Delhi.

" W Parmeshwari $/0 Sakal,
ﬁ% B A Railway Nursery.,
Janta Camp, Bhailron Mandir,
Gate Mo.l, Fragati Maidan,
plew Delhi.
. Fam Kumar Yadawv $/0 Pyare Lal,
RAD T.CCamp, Qr.Mo.E/LD,
whichdipur, New Delhi.

&, Changu Fam $/0 Ram Dhin,
RAD Railway bursery,
Janta Camp, Bhairon Mandir,
Pragati Maidan, Mew Delhi.

(ALl are emploved as Casual Labour
(paily rated) in the archasclogical

Gurvey of India, New Delhi). L. fApplicante

T

{ By Shri B.B.Raval, aAdvocate )

-

1. Union of India through
secretary, Ministry of
umar Resouroes Development,
Government of India,
shastri Bhawan, New Delhi.

sirector General,
farohasclogical Survey of India,
Janpath, New Delhi. c e . Respondents

A .

{ By Shri M.K.Gaur for Shri R.P.Aggarwal, febvooats

QRDER
Mon®ble Shri v.XK.Majotra, Member (A) :
Whereas applicants 1 and 2, Jagdish Prasad and

Parmeshwari, claim to have been sngaged by e




e '2 o k

Mol as daily-rated casual labour since 1eul, appli

7 apd 4, Ram Kumar vaday and Changu Ram are

B

have been working as such under raspondent R

199% and 1994 respectively. They further claim that

hawe  worked with respondents continunusly Tor mors Lharn

davs  inoa  Year, vt they have Pt

T O ary status and furthsr cornsic

regularisation of their sarvices.

2. On 30.11.2000, this Tribunal haod  ordersd I

#

“In so Tar as applicants prayer For arant ot

this

pamporary status ig concerned, respondents shoulad o

up the factual position from thelr owh Frecords @i

such materials as applicants are in a position to

i

. them and file an additional affidavit in t

3

~
£

before this  Bench within two months., ' Responde

arodingly Tiled additional affidavit of Shed A

suparintending grochasclogist on L& A0, 00l and wix mores

Cdavits  of  junior officials in support

of applicants rejoinder affidavit b

to the aforestated additional atfidavit #

with copies of seniority rolls of dailly-rate

labourer as on 1.1.1994 and 1.1.199%.

% We have heard the learned counsel of

and also perused the material on record.

4. Learned counsel of applicants

Guperintending archasologist  Shri gLk Sinhe

additional affidavit dated 16.10.2001 on the has

sabtbar ol ns

®

x more affidavits (Annexures R-1 to R-&) of



officials. In  this

stated that applicants

ane vear Trom 1991 o 001, However, it i=

therein  that "the records pertaining to el
vesr 199% are not avallable hence tha working

applicants  cannot be  wverified.” Logar e

applicants direw  attention o grnExu e A

warding  number  of day& put in by applicants  An

and/or 1994,  As per these documents, applic

Kumar  Yadav, worked for 249 days in Le9E and

15ed.

davs  during 1993. Learns:sd counsel

applicant  No.l, Jagdish Frasad, was engaged i

in 1e9n.  applicant Mo.d, Changu Fam,

sual labour in

grgaged as dally-rated

Learned counsel stated that thes

similarly engaged as applicant

stoted that I1f the numbar of daws ot

applicants at Lalkol wers added Tor the yaar o
i wald  have completed 240 aa iy i
Fification. Laarnad counsel T SN t

gnnes e colly. to  applicants’

ditional affidavit, to state that pers

woirked  only  For one wyear, have besn  grant

s

on 1.1.1995%, while applicants who o b

working  with  respondents since

5 S LS

diwen temporary status. In the cases of sl

oy g ond ‘{f";. ol oy ey ey e Pra— . ~ . 4
A 128, namaly, Rajkumar, Bamlesh and 231 ta

Though ole

of  thelir working in |

avallable  and number of da3$ for which thewy

b gt 2 1y g od By e g Fe
peen Andicated In the combined

senlority  roll oo




S

) g (remporary status?i
dally waged casual workers (temporary St gl

fholuded  among temporary status  ocasusl o wi

b

~1y, in the list as on 1.1.1995 the name of

w1  has been included although the numbesr of
b 54 ] ot 8

indicaten.

by him A one year hawe

af  respondsents stated that record

Lalkot iz not avallable. put intormation on
I v o hd L w ~ W AT K

rds  awvailable regarding  other Pl

and put in the additional affidavit. in

)

of record relating to Lalkot, we have

i cained i Nrpeeure Al
T Lt ormatlon contained  1In  ANNEXUre yee

«

applicants Ram Kumar and Parmeshwari who have put in mors

during 1993. Such information

o

1 * . o e g e K N
furnished by applicants in respsct o b he

candidat Whersas record pertaining to Laliol for

199% is not available, applica

waorking with respondents w.oe.T.

nor-availability nf Lalkot record in res

applicant iz not relevant. In  the absenos  of

cocument  furnished by This applicant in this v

in  wiew the information regarding him  in

additional affidavit, it is clear that th

ot put din 240 davs In oa wvear since 1991

Jagdish Prasad has not filed any document

number  of days put in by him. In his

oo o

Lo rely  on the information contasined in The  addddd

affidavit filed by respondents. He has also nor

for 240 days in any year since 1991.

o The combined seniority rolls of

Workers  (temporary status) as on L.




P d contalns information

worked by these persons eversince thay warsa

ALY

it ie not that Rajkumar, wamlesh and Pltamisr

For  ona  vear. They warked for 240 days irp one YEar

although they had been working for longer period o

W HMowever, details about their W et Lalkot wers

S

awaited and total number of days Wt ke

S

3
iz
=
oty
poo
g
i
b
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el
=

hawse not  been  indicated. Simi.

viority roll  as on

completed 240 days  Tor one year, Twe wears 0y

years, although they had put in longer number o

wen b Tt cannot be established Ffrom  thess ahs

That  there were casual workers who had work

pumber  of  wvears than applicants, and had

Lamporary status.,

& From the sbove facts, thers s a

Tar gccording temporary status and further oo

g
H
=

regularisation  In the case of applicents Ram  Yoms

Yaday and Parmeshwari only.

P

F Learned counsel of applicents s

e i

*

YL Binha Rad furee Db
bl Binha  had furnished a false affidavit ge

by g NI E B T T
wyomnnexure Al which s & certificats v
- bt o L

applicant  Ram  Kumar. Learnead O g

Similarly,  respondents have filed falee atfi

of applicants Jagdish Prasad and Parr




has  further sought that the Tribunal S

£ S e
ST A

pr o criminal contempt

inha.

= Respondents  have been called upon wide o

=000 to check up the factusl Py ¥

in & position to furnish to them,

afFicdavit. Shri Sinha has filed additional aff

pursuance of the above orders, and also indi

i

which record is not available. The i Formation

im the additional affidavit dees not amount Lo RIIR IR W R et

4 False affidavit contrary to any avallable sonamen s
The ples of learned counsel of applicants To

o

contenpt  proceedings  against Shiri Sinha is,

Ep o behalf of respondents, despite

affidavit of Shri éa.K.Sinha, the claim of

mamely, Farmeshwari  and  Ram Rumar Yadayw could  nolb be

contradicted and as discussed above, on tThs

documentary proof furnished by applicants, tThey are

to ke eligible for consideration for conferring

U o hem.

10, Hawing regard to the abowe

spondents  are directed to consider  The

applicants Ram Kumar Yadav and Parmesbwari Tor conferoing

temporary status on them and further consi

of  thelr services in terms  of

sions  of relevant sohames G



instructions.

althodgh

iz available,

S

Nos . 702/2000, 1453/2001 and 2

stand disposed

£
|
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I
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3
far as other applicants are conocsgirhad

not besn foundg to hawe put in 2

have been working with responden

would continue to angas

in preference to junio

im disposed of in ths




