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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

Regn.No-0A°1935/90 Date of decision:29,5,19982

Shri B8hanu Pratap & Ors. «eoes Applicants

) Versus

Union of India & Anr, & - .ess Respondents

for the Applicants e.s Shri J,C. Madan, Advocate
For the Respondents ceae SHri M.L. Verma, Advocate

CORAM: _
The Hon'ble Mr. P,K, Kartha, Vice-Chairman (Judl,)

The Hon'ble Mr. l.Ke Rasgotra, Administrative Member,.

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the Judgment?:qu S
2. To be referred to the Reporters or not?a/D

(Judgement of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble
Mr, P,K. Kartha, Vice-Chairman)

The three applicants before us have worked as
casual labourers in the of fice of the respoadents and
they are seeking regularisation in suitable Group D!
posts and for.a direction to the respondents not to
terminafe their services in the megnwhile, They are
continuing_in service pursuant to the interim order
passaed by the_Tribunal on 25,9, 15890,

2. There is divergence in the versions of the abplicants

as well as the respondents -as regards the period of service
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rendered hy the ajplicants as casual labourers, According

to the applicants, Shri Bhanu Pratap, applicant No,1, has

udrked.as a Caéuél labourer from 6,4 1984 to 15.11.1984,

15.12.1984 to 31.11.1985, 1474.1986 £0 15,7.1986, 23,4, 20
to 14,9,1990 and from 53.5.1990 £ti1l date (by uigtqe af
the stay order given by the Tribﬁnai). S/Shri Shiv Prasad
and Kishan Chand, Applicant Nos, 2 and 3, have worked as
casual labourers from.23,4,1990 to 14,9,1990 and from
13,5,1991 till'daie (by virtue of the stay order passed
by the Tribunal).A According to tﬁe resbondents, Shri
8hanu Pratap has worked as a casual labaurér'From April
1290 to.September, 1990 for a period of 93 days only,
while the other tuwo persons have worked for 92 days and
96 d%&s, respactively during the same period, The

respondents have not produced any records to substantiate
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the statements made by them. The applicants have produced

‘some testimonizls given by the officers.of the respondents

.in support of the period of engagement claimed by them,

3. © The applicants have, inter alig, contended that

the respondehts did not follou the principle of 'last come,
first go' and they have replaced the applicants by fresh

nominess from the Employment Exchange.: They have filed a

miscellaneous petition on 18,5.1992, wherein théy have

given the names of the psrsohs junior to them who have

been regulari sed by the respondents, The respondents have,
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howsver, denied in their counter-affidavit the version

of the applicants that psrsons junior to them have been
retained in service,

4, After'hearing béth the parties and going through

the Decordé.barefully, the appliCation’is disposed of

with a-direction to the respondents t6 continue to engage

the applicants as casual labourers so long as they need

the services of the casual‘lébﬁﬁrers and iﬁ preference to

the persons mith'leéser length_of}service and outsiders,

The respondents are further directad to‘éoﬁsidgr the
reqularisation of the services of thg abpliCants in

Group 'D! posfs in accordance with the relevant édministrative
inétructions issued_by the Department of Personnel & Training,
The application is disposed of on the above lines. There

will be no order as to costs,
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