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. HON'BLE SHRI ·Jus~_I,CE e ~c.sAKsEttA.'. ACTI~G· c~_AIR~AN · 

1. . DA ~o.1544/96 .. 

Versus 
1. Union ·of India through 

Secretary 
·iriinietry of Finance 
{Department of Finance) 
Central Board of Direct Taxes 
Ne1a1 Delhi • 

2 • The Chief Commiesionur of Income Tax, 
Delhi . 
Central Re venue 8 ui ld ing 
I • P • Ee tat e, 
Neu Delhi • ••• 

• 
2. OA No.217/96 

_/ I 

~---~--M-u k es h Chand 
S/o Ram Raj Sharma 

2. Anil Kumar 

3, Rish! 
S/o Jaip~akash Bairagi 

4. Banahi 
S/o Nand Kishore 

:5• Sunil Datt 

7. 

Ram Kiahore l''lishJ·• ·; 
S/o Pashupati Plishra 

Brij Plohan 
S/o Ram Milan Mishra 

C/o C.I .T-6 
Commissioner of Income Tax 
"ayur Bhavan, Connaught Place 
New Delhi. 

.. , 

••• 

vs. 

1. Union of India through 
Secretary . . 
~inistry of Finance . 
(Department .~f Revenue) 
Central Boa.rd lffjf Direct Ta-xes · 
·New Delhi. 

2. The Chf~f Commissioner-of .Income.Ta~ 
Delhi 
Central Revenue Building 
t.P.Estate, New Delhi. • •• 

. ·. -/ 

Applicant 

Res pond en ts 

Applicants 

Ras pond ants :;_. .. 
.·~- '· 

for· the.applicants in both the 
0Aa 

••• . . N;ona ·> , 
. . h :,v ; p·~;u· pp al . coune 111 ·.··. 
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For the respondents ••• 

·'- - ' ' .... ~ .. 
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·: None appea~ed on.behalf of the app-licants ev_en 9n > -. -- -_--. -· : :i-: 

second call. . I have heard<: Shri U .P.Uppal, counsel -for-

the respohdent21. 

2. As both the OAs raise identical isfr!uea•··r:_d:.hey ·are 

b_eing disposed of by this common order.· · 

:r. The applicants 1.1ere ~ppointed ae casual iabours9 

Thr3ugh these 0As, the applicants have sought the-following· 

amongst ~-other reliefs: 

(1) A direction be ·issued to the respondente to 

re instate the applicants and cons id er them 

for regular absorption in accordance with 

Articles 14 and 16 of the Conetitution and 

in accordance 1.1ith the echem• filed as 

Anliexure -1. 

·( 2) T ') m ntinue the servicee or the applicants till 

-~=-• their regular abso rptlon 

(3) To grant the benefit• of OA• HRA and CCA 

with eff~ct from the date.of their entitlement: 

under the scheme. 

: ( 4) flJot to make any regular appointments against the 

posts ~ithout considering them for regular 

absorption. 

4. Since the applicants• service have been dispensed 

with and they do not seek any relief against the said 
~ 

action of the respondents, the question of directing 

their reinstatement without considerin~· the validity of; 

the order of their disengagement does not arise. 

s. In t~ counter-affidavit, the respondents have ;· · 

taken the plea that the applicants were appointed as "'ork 
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charged labourers till regular appointment.<:=- alS ·at t_hat 

r< time ,appointment of regular pers one uas under process 

in accordance 1a1ith the rules on the subject. It has 

further been indicated that regular appointments have 

been mad~_ by f~lla1.1ing due procedureo The services_ of 

the applicants uer~ ~isp~ssed _with because there was no 

furthe~ work for them with the respondents. The respondents 

have further taken the· plea in the counter-affidavit 

that the scheme contained in the Off ice Memorandum 

dated 1f). 9.1993 would be applicable to such of the 

casual labou:r:s as were employed bt? fore thE! date viz. 

1.9.1993. They plead that since the applicants uere 

engaged on a later date, the scheme is not appliccb le 

to them. Their further plea is that the applicants 

had not been engaged for 206 days as on 1.9.1993 and 

there ftJre, thE claim is not tentb le. 

6. 
l:have perused the Office Memorandum and 

gone through the re:-levant record~ In vie1a1 or the 

abJve, the.re is no merit in the u/6 which 'ar6--accord,ing-ly 

dismissed • The parties to bear their r:1wr1 costs. 

PRIT AM SINGH 
Comt Officer 

Central Adtnmi:,tr.it;';e Tribunal 
- Pr1ncjpal .Eeich 

Faridkvc tj'?lJ..~e! Fc\1 Delhi 
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