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Central Administrative Tribunal, Principal Bench

M.A.NG.2530/96 .
0.4.Mo.1797/96
Hon'ble Shri R.K.&hooja, Member(d)
. MNew Dalhi, this 7th dav of aApril, 1997
Hem Rai
s/o Shrt Murari Lal
r/o HoNo.218, Type 11, Mavaouri
Press Colony
Mew Delhi. cen Applicant
{By Shri U.Srivastava. fdvocate)
Vs,
Union of India through
the Secretary
Ministry of Home Affairs
North Block
Mew Dealhi.
The Director
Central Bureau of Investigation -
C.6.0.CompTlex, Block No.IV
Lodhi Road
New Delhi - 3.
The Superintendent of Police
C.B.I.Anti Corruption Unit VIII
Block No.4, 3rd Floor ‘
C.6.0.Comples
Lodhi Road
New Delhi. L Respondents

{Byv Shri Madhav Panikar., Advocate)
ORDER(Oral)

The applicant submits that his name was sponggred
by the Employment Exchangeahe was énﬂaﬂed as  Casual
Labour(Waterman) in the Respondents department and  worked
as such from 19.10.1993 to 23.11.19924 for a total of 382

days. Later, he worked from 12.7.1995 to 31.12.1995 for a

period of 174 davs. On 31.12.1995 his status was changed

and he was engaged on contract basis on pavment of Rs.1500
per month till Septamber, 1996. He states that he made 2

representation  for agrant of temporary status since he  had

completed the requisite 206 days of service but his status

was changed from daily wager to contract labour.  fnother
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person, Shri  Krishana Yadav who was also engaged as casual

Tabour w.e.¥f. 2 ,12.199%hgranted temporary status and his
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sﬁcﬁ‘—e&‘s aps being provtessaéd ‘for recularisatios lhe

applicant seeks a direction to the respondents not to
. A A" .
change his mode of engagement, and grant him temporary
L)
status from the date when he had completed 206 days and

also rcuul rise his services,

2. The respondents in their replv statement denv the

claim of the applicant that he had worked as Casual Labour

for 206 days in a particular vear. According to thenm,
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thouah he was engaged on 16.1

year he was engaged only for 178 davs as casual Tlabour.

Later he was engaged on contract basis from March, 1995 tg

June, 1985 and Qctober 1995 to 9.1.1996,

ard the counsel on both sidez., The

. ea
for the applicant has produced a copy of
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learned counsel
office ordeg MNo.335/93, 7 “Q/)4 103/94 and 16)/94 issued by

& Superintendent of Police, CBI. SPE:ACU-TIT, Mew Delhi

(‘ [t

which beas out the claim of the applicant made in ﬁara 4.6
of ghis 0A regarding the periods for which he was angaaed
as casual our du;1ng the vear 1993-24. 0On the basiz of
these office orders it would appear that the app?ﬁcant;

indeed as he has claimed, worked for more than /06 davs as

casual labour during the vear 1993-94. 0On that basis he is
entitled to the grant of temporary status.

4. The Tlearned 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 th

enaaging contractors for such worl.

L1993, in the following one
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5. In the facts and circumstances of the casa, I
dispose of this O0A with a direction that the _respondents
will verify the office drders which have heen produced by
the learned counsel  for the applicant within a pericd of

one month. In case these are found to be genuine, action
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will be taken by the respondents to grant temporary status

to the applicant from the date he completed 206 davs of

3

casual labour in a vyear and grant' all consequential

9

benefits thareof. 04 iz accordingly disposed of, Mo

’

~—
(R.K.AHOOJA)
MEMBER(A)




