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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL, NEW DELHI.
B R W B R
Registration (0.A.) No. 1844 of 1988
Bihari Lal - ceves Applicant.
. Versus

Secretary, Despartment of Food, ‘
Krishi Bhavan, New Uelhi ceae Respondent.

Connected with
Registration (C.A.) No, 1873 of 1988
o Shakuntla Devi . ' csoes Applicant.

VYersus

Secfetary, Department of Food,
Krishi Bhavan, New Delhi. . seeae Respondent.

_ Connected with
Registration (0.A.) WNo. 1877 of 198é
Mehak Singh / | \ croe Applicant.
. Versué |

Seecratary, Department of Food,
Krishi 3nhavan, New Delhi eoee Respondent.

Hon'ble K.S. Puttaswamy, V.C.
Hon 'ble Ajay Johri, A.M.

(Delivered by Hon. .3, Puttaswamy, Y.C.)

These ars ths applications made by the applicants
under Ssction 19 of ths Adéinistratima Tribunals Act, 1985
(Aet). . |
2, in all these casaes there was an ex parte ad interim
order of stay, which have come up befors us to-day for
continuance or otherwise of. the ex parts earlier interim
orders made in thess cases. Bu@?gg agreed to by both the

& listed X%

sides, these cases are treated as/for final hearing to-day

and are accordingly heard.
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wages, as claimed by them.

3e Az the gquestions that arises for determination in
thesa cases are similar, ws propose to dispose of thase

cases by a common order.

4 | All the applicants claim to be working as Daily

Wage Labourers (BWL) in the Department of Food, Ministry

‘to notica
oerlods, the details of which are not necessarﬁd App

. of Food & Civil Supplies of Government of; India Far_?ifferent

ahending
that their services yould be tatmlnatad from 30.9.1988, the
applicants approached to this Tribunal for proper orderSe

All these applidationé have baén admitted by this Tribunal.
On admitting these appliéations, this Tribunal had directed

the maintenance of status quo or their continuance in

service.In pursuance of the esarlier interim orders made,

all the applicants are being continued.
' \

: the
contends that his clients uwsre perfarmlng/VBry dutiss

5 Sri P K Saxena, learnad counzfl for the applicants,
performed by similarly situated anmloyees of the departmant
and they wers entltled for ;egularzsatxon and for payment

of equal pay, as extended to others per?ormlng °1milar

dutles.

Be ‘Sri P.4. Ramchandaran, learnsd 3Senior Advocate,
appsaring for the rBSpdndents, while refuting the contentions

of Sri Saxena, contends that the applicants uere neither

entitled for regqular smployment nor for paymentlof equal

-

7. - On the claims of the applicants for regularisation,
the bdmpetent authority has not so far considersd their
cases for regularisation and has not‘:bassed his orders one

way or the other. Sri Ramchandaran does not rightly disputa-.

‘that thera are executive orders regulating regularisation of

DWL in ths department. If that is so, then it(@iﬁiLnecessaril)
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\malms/that the cases of the applxcant for regularl atlon has

to-be considered and approoriate orders E’ made. Befure making
those ordars it would be aroper for ths authority to givs
an opportunlty to the applxcants to staue hhelr cases supporte
by such documents, as they propose to place in supporﬁ‘of

their respsctive casas.

8. _ | We consider proper to grant time to the appiicants

to make.tﬁeir representations till 31.108,1988,

9. . ‘Before examiming the cases of the applicants for

. regularlsatlon and maks: his ordars, we consiuer proper to

airect the rssponoent to contlnue “the anplicanto on the very

status they hava been aarlzer engagea.

10. Us are of thé vieé that ths apblicants, who have
acceptéa~the eangagements Or appointﬁents on ths terms of
offer by the department,ars not entitled to claim the benefit
of equal pay. We, thersfore, reject the claim of the applicants

for equal pay.

1. In the light of our above discussions we make the
following orders and directions :-
(1) UWe direct the respondent, or the other compastent

of ficer, who is competent to deal with the sama,
to consider the cases of the applicants for

'regular;satlon in terms of the orders regulatlng
‘the.same, with all such expedition as is possible
in the circumstances of the case and im any
event on or before 30.11.1988,
(ii) But till the respondent or the competeant of Picer

considegs. the cases of the applicant$§nd makes

“his ordérs,_the respondent or his subopdinate
shail continue the sarvicés of ;he applic ants

in the same étatus in which they have garlier

‘been sngaged.



S

(iii) Ve permit the applicants to file their
representations with all such documents as
they proposs to place bsfore tha r2spondent

on or before 31.10.1988."

(iv) UWe dismiss these applications insofar as

the claim equal pay for equal work,

12. The applications ars dlSposed of in the above
terms.- But in the circumstancss of ths cass uwe direct the

sarties to bear thgir own costs,
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VICE- CHQIRNQN \

Dateds: October 11, 1988,
pG.



