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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI.

Regn.No. 0A-.ig06/91

Shri Prem Narayan

Union of India through
Sacy., flinistry of
Urban Uavalopmant &.
Anot bar.

For the Applicant

For the Respond ants

Date of decision: 5,2,1993

Applicant

V er 8U8

«••• Respondents

Shri Shankar Raju» Adv/ocate

fliss Jasvindar Kaur, Proxy
Counsel for Shri 3og Singh,
Advocat a.

CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr. P.K. Kartha, Vice-Chairman(J).

The Hon'ble Mr. B.N. Dhoundiyal, Administrative Member.

1. To be referred to the Reporters or not?

JUDGEMENT

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

The applicant, uho has worked in the office of the

respondents pursuant to work orders issued to him, claims

that he should be regularised in tha service of the

r espond ent s,

2. Je hava gone through tha racordr of tha case and have

hoard tha laarnad counael for both tha oartiaa. Tha fact,

of tha c,aa are not diaoutad. On 3.4.19B9, tha Exacutiva

Engrnaar In tha office of tha raaoondanta engaged tha applicant
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for providing sarvlcoa for operating sluice at Sram

^e9^ Mew Oelhi, u.e.f. 4.4, 1989 for e period of six months
at a consolidated rate of Rs.12M/- par month. Aoopy of

the work order issued to the applicant is at Annexure A-2.

nage 11 o' the paper-book. The work of the applicant was

being supervised by the Junior Engineer and he had to work

intermittently/part.time from 5. JD A. n. to 8.30 P.h. Another

issued to the applicant thereafter for a

further period of six months from 4. 10. 1989 at a consolidate.!

J rate of Rs. 1600/.. In view of this, the applicant claims
that he has completed 240 days' work and that he ought to ,

have been continued in service. The applicant made a

representation to the Executive Engineer on 16.5.1991, which

was rejected by him on 31.5.1991 in which it was stated that

the uork awarded was on contract basis end that he was not

an Bmoloyaa of the respondents,

^ 3. According to the reapondants, the uork order was
awarded after obtaining rates by Ceiling of cuotetions

and the rate of the applicant Was found t hs lowest and h,

was given the contract twice. The applicant was not an

employee of the respondents but was only a contractor who

had givan his quotations for rendering of services.

The learned counsel for the aoplicant stated that the
work is of a oontlnulng nature and that calling of quotations
'rom the prospective bidders for the work, is not legal u,
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nc in„,allty or unoonrt11otionality in oaroolUng out
th= uork of soBclfio naturo to contractors after inviting
nuo^ ^tionse Th8 irsmun 0r;^l'innrne*ij!*r\-t ,ismuneration gxv/en to such contractors

c annot bs t armed as ' Sal arv • Tf ^ ^ .as salary , it may be that the Junior

engineer or eone other officer of the respomJents might
heve eupervleed the uork of the contractor, but this ^by
rtself uould not create master-servant relationship. Engage-
raent of casual labourers in Government offices is done by

requesting for nominating persons from the Employment

Exchange. The persons who ere to be engaged as o,suel

labourers, should also be within cartAin
uarcain age-limits prascribed

for the purpose. No such 'ormality has been folioued in the

Instant case. The respondents have produced the comoarative

statement of the quotations racelved by t bem at oage 24 of

the oaoerbook. In case, the aoplicant uas the leueat bidder,
he uould have been given the contract again, but this uas net

the case.

5, In the light of the above, u
e see no merit in the

present application and th'

be no order as to costs.

Same is dismissed. There uiH

/V. —J
(3,M, Dhoundiyal)'

Administrative ember (P.K, Karthk)
vic8-Chairman(Judl,)


