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CENTRAL AOPUNlSTRATiyE: TRIBUNALCENTRAL ecNCH

C.P, N0« 51/1996
n.a- NO. 274/1996

\ '

Neu Delhi this the 8th day Augaat, 199S,

HON-aU 3HRI 3UST1C8 A. P. RA9A«. CHAIRMAN
HON-BLE SHRI R. X.

1, Parrood
Nand Lai, R/0 0/167.
!*Iansarou0r Gardens,
Neu Del^ii"!"'OOIB.

2, Anil Kumar
3, Ramesh Chand
4, Plohan Singh
5, Tayub Khan
6, Sunil Kumar

( By Shri R. L. Sethi, Advocate )
-Versus-

Or. (Smt.) Sarla Copalan,
Secretary, Hinistry
Human Resources and Chilo
Development, *A' Uing,
Shastri Bhauan,
Meui Delhi. *

( By Shri I*l» Sudam, Advocate )

App

Re

iieanto

oponderz-

ORDER (oral)

Shri Dustice A. P* Ravani

Ue have heard the learned counsel appooring fo^,
parties. In the reply, it has been stated that ;
account of communication gap the case of the
applicants could not be considered at the tiao o?
fresh recruitment of casual labourers, it is
further clarified that the casual labourara uho
were engaged on February 7, 1995 uero diachargod
on flarch 31, 1996. In the facts of the case, uc

accept the explanation rendered by the Isarnod
counsel for the respondent. Houevar, that does nvic;
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mitigate the hardships and injury suffered by the
applicant. The applicants are entitled to bs
compensated by payment oj the amount of uagco

fC for the perlodj,February 7, 1996 to narch .1. 1S9o.
Learned counsel for the respondent, on instructions,
fairly conceded that the amount of uages ulll he
paid to the applicants on or before August 20. 1993.

2, in vieu of the aforesaid statement mode by tho
learned counsel for the respondent, respondent is
directed to make payment of the aforesaid amount

to the applicants latest by August 20, 1536. The
learned counsel for applicants also fairly ccncocss

that he does ,not press for contempt.

3, In vieu of the aforesaid observations and

directions, the contempt petition stands dispcsed of

4. Copy of this order be given dasti to th

learned counsel for respondent. ^

( ̂̂^'^^ooja ) ( Sauan )^ '•r.s;ber (A) '
/as/


