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Thi...s application 't- las been filed for a uracton 

o the respondents to rec.: ul aria e -the sGc?..s or p.1. cams 

as Gana an on the b as isOi 	creertinc., don 	t he yoar 197 

74. 	fhe appl cants also Seek cons equent pro.not ions and 

payments of arrears. 

2. 	'The case of th,L7  appl i cants is that - thy were 

engaged as Casual Labour on 26.7.1967 and 14.2.1968 

respectively1,  and given regular scale  o'f, pay of Gangman 

and have been continuously working as Gangman under Pal 

iiathras • fhe appl ican-Es claim that they were screened ,in 

1973-74 and that they were made to understand that they 

had b e on -  regularised. They continued to be on 'regular 

scale  of pay. The applicants were not call ad to any 
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subsequent screening and theyA caile•d only in 1:ov.1995 for 

being Screened. They also claim that premium of group 

insurance was also deducted from the salary bills, which-

is deducted only from regular employees. fhe applicants 

,did not appear a-t all the screening for which they were 

called by the respondents on 11.11.95 because the,period 
Lts Cry, 	Ve-re-ka- 	t41  

of 28 years before their alleged regularisati,on counted 
A 

as 14 years for pensionary bene-fits. 

3. 	.e have also seen the counter' reply filed by th 

respondents. The respondents have s t,ted t;:at the appii c  

were  appointed as a temporary :3angman under the i-3./), 

Aligarh and allowed authorised scale in grade 70-1-85 

w.e.f. 26.7.1967 and posted in permanent Bang 16 Jn. 

' diaripat under 	Khurj a and 'cra:sferre.d to 

Hathras w.e.f. 3.1.1977. The respondents stated that 

screening of the employees was done in the year 1973-74 • 

which the applicants were not successful. The respondent 

have mentioned that it is not known whether the applicant'  

were called for any subsequent screening because the 

records were not traceable in relation to screening test 

any held -after 1973-74. The respondents are not in a 

position to state- whether any screening test was held 

after ;the year 1973-74. It is admitted by the respondent 

that group insurance contribution is deducted from 

permanent employees and that the applicants were paying 

group insurance.. The respondents have further stated 

that as soon as they cane to know that these employees 

were not screened by the aoYninistration, they were called 

for screening test which was held on 11.11.1995. The 

respondents have also mentioned that the panel number of 

empanelment of the applicants in 1973 and 1974 '.16,5 not 
not 

traceable and the entries couldibe made in the service 

record. They further stated that the same may be recorde 

as soon as possible when the panel will be traced out by 

the administration. The respondents have filed a suppli- 
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mentary counter reply in which they have annexed screening 

of casual labour of engineer department for group 

category of P.aay side in Pbase•V dated 29.1.1997 in which 

result" of paper screening held during the period 26.12.96 

to 28.12.96, 3u.12.96 to 31.12.96, 6.1.97 6, 17.1.97 of 

casual labour/substitute of engineer department. The 

applicants were placed at .1.1,io:2 & 4 and were declared 

fit and placed in the provisional panelfor class IV in 

permanent way. It has also been mentioned in the suppli-. 

mentary counter reply that the applicants were allowed to 

work in permanent 	inadvertently 	 and their 

group insurance Oas wrongly deducted from the salary 

cont inuously. 

4. 	 have heard the arguments of 	 .iaxena 

for the applicants and :iri 	fripathi for respondent. 

• 5. 	It is clear from the ay/en-lents made in the count e 

reply that the applicants had been working on regular pay 

scale since their joining service in 1967 and 1968 respeo-

tively. .orae screening was,  held in 1973-74, the record 

of which is not traceable. . lhat a surprising it that the 

records of subsequ6nt screening is said to be not treceabl e 

The -contention, that the applicants failed in the screening 

Of 1973-74 tnd at the sane time that the panel number of 

empanelment of the applicants in 1973 and 1974 '„•as not 

traceable and the panel number of the applicatts 

entered in their service records as and 	the panel 

records of 1973-74 is traced out is self contradictory. 

In,the absence of the records of the panel of 1973-74, the 

bases of averments made that the applicants had failed 

is not known. such averment obviously cannot be accepted. 

. The ,f act that the applicants are paying group 'insurance 

Contributions and they have been placed in permanent 

Gangman show that the applioaytts have been treated as 
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trE are, 311 	t [lc cli.ms 1:1z:de h ythe 

applicants an direct the respondents to regularise the 

applicants on the basis of screening of 1973-74 and grant 

them all- conSequential benefits, within a period of three 

months from the date of -communication of this order. • 

There shall be no order as to costs. 
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