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Block No.4, 3rd Floor
C.G.O.Complex
Lodhi Road

New Delhi. ...Respondents

(By Shri Madhav Panikar, Advocate)
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t  The applicant submits that his name was sponsored

by the Employment Exchange he was engaged as Casual

Labour(Waterman) in the Respondents department and' worked

as such from 19.10.1993 to 23.11.1994 for a total of 382

days. Later, he worked from 12.7.1S95 to 31,12.1995 for a

period of 174 days. On 31.12,1995 his status was changed

and he was engaged on contract basis, on payment of Rs.1500

per month till September, 1996, He states that he made a

representation for grant of temporary status since he had

—. , completed the requisite 206 days of service but his status

was changed from daily wager to contract labour. Anothsr

person, Shri Krishana Yadav .who was also engaged as casual

labour w.e.f. 21.12.1993 aranted temoorarv status and his
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being pro'ce-ssbd Tor rpouiaris.- rhe

applicant seeks a direction to the respondents not to

change his mode of engagement, and^grant him temporary

status from the date when he had completed 206 days and

also regularise his services.

2' The respondents In their reply statement deny the

•claim of the applicant that he had worked as Casual Labour

for 206 days In a particular year. According to them,

though he was-engaged on 16.11.1993, In the following one-

year he was engaged only for 178 days as casual labour.

Later he was engag'ed on contract basis from March, 1995 to

June, 1995 and October 1995 to 9,1,1996..

3. I have heard the ' counsel on both sides. The

learned counsel for the applicant has produced a cop>^'^of
office orde^ No.335/93, 73/94, 103/94 and 162/94 Issued by

^ Superintendent of Police, CBI, SPE:ACU-III, New Delhi

which becN^out the claim of the appl leant made In para 4.6

of ;th1s OA regarding the periods for which he was engaged

as casual IdOour during the year 199.J-94. On the basis of

these office orders 1t would appear that the applicant.

Indeed as ne has claimed, worked for more than 206 davs as

casual labour during the year 1993--94, On that basis he Is

entitled to the grant of temporary status.

The learned counsel for the respondents fairly

concedes that in case these office orders are verified as

correct, the applicant would be entitled to the reliefs

claimed though the department has dispensed with the

engaging contractors for such work.
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5- In the facts and circumstances of the case, I

dispose of this OA with a direction that the respondents

will verify the office orders which have been produced bv

the learned counsel for- the applicant within a period of

one month. In case these are found to be Qsnuine, action

will oe taken oy the respondents to grant temporary status

to ui ie applicant from the date he completed 206 davs of

casual laoour in a year and grant all consequential

benefits thereof. OA is accordingly disposed of. No

costs.
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