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CENTRAL AO~ I NISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAQ 

J2.a.u Caurt 

Ori1inal Applicatien Ne.1295 •f 2004. 

Wednesday, this the 17th day ef Nevember,2004. 

Hen'ble ~rs. Meera 'hhib~er. J.M, 

Manoj Sin9h S/e Sri Raj Bahadur Sinth 
Resident ef Heusa Ne.4, Gandhi Na1ar, 
A1ra. 

Manoj Kumar Tankra S/e Sri Aahok Kumar Tankra 
resident er 15/204, Uipin Babu Ki Gali, 
A9ra. 

Atar Sin9h S/e Sri Jukum Sin9h 
r .eaident er Heuse Ne.i3, Triveoi Kunj, 
Bichpur.i Read, Bedla,. A9ra. 

Ye1eah Sha,rma S/e Sri Lakhmi Chand . !har•a 
Reaident. e,f Heuse Ne.8/314, Bhairen Nala, 
A1ra. 

Rakesh S/• Sri Planwu Lal 
Resident er 13/4i, Sahead Khan Mandi, 
Nala Bhudan Sayad, A1ra-3. 

Hyreeesh Kumar S/e Sri Ra1hu Pal, 
resident ef Secter-8, Avas Uikas Colmny, 
Sikdandra, A9ra. 

Brij Mehan S/e Sri ~ahendra Kumar 
resident ef C-1, Anurag Na9ar, 
Balkeahwar Celeny, Agra-4. 

• •••••• Applicants. 

(By Advocate : Shri o.c. Saxena 
Shri S. s. Chauhan 

Versus 

1. Unien ef India 

2. 

threu1h the Secr~tQry, 
Ministry ef Finance, 
New Delhi. 

Deputy Cemmiaaiener, 
CentrQ,l Excise, 
113/4 Sanmay Place 
IJazi rpura Road, A1ra. 

(By Advecate : Shri V.t<. Pandey) 

..... ..... Respendanta. 

This O.A. has been filed as many as 7 appl i cants 1.1ho 
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have file~application un der Rule 4(5) of CAT Procedure 

Rule seeking permission to file a joint applicant. · Since 

all the applicants are casual labourer, therefore, this M.A. 

No.4703/04 is 11110\Jed. 

2. e·y : this o.~. applicants have sought a directions to 

the respondents not to dispense 1..lith their services and not 

to appoint other persons in_ place of petitianers. They have 

furtter sought a direction to the respondents to pay 

outs tan ding salary to the pe ti ti oner s. 

3. Grievance of the applicants in this case is that 

trey 1..1ere engaged as Casual Labourer between the year 1993 

1998 to 1999 and they have already completed 240 days of 

service. Therefore, he is entitled for grant of temper ary 
have 

status and regularisation under the Government Scheme. They ./:_ 
{ktU.. 

further submitted that~ sal~y for the month March 2004 
are 

to August 200• has been withheld arbitrarily and they "' l bein~ 

forced to go to some private contractor even though the 
.iA 

work. still avail a ble in the department · ror which they are 

engaging other persons. It ie submitted by the applicants 

that they ~ave a legal notice dated 23.08.2004 to the 

respondent No.2 but so far no reply has been given to them 

and tJork is being taken from new faces. Therefore, they have 

no other option but to file the present O.A. 

4. Counsel fort.he respondents s ubmitted that this O.A. 

is absolutely vague and mis-conceived in as-much-as on one 
~~ 

ha~ applicants stated that they 1.1ere engaged as Casual 

Labourer , between the ~·year 1993, 1998 to 1999 but are 

referring to salary, which i s payable only to a regular 

employee. They further submitted that applicants t,bave .not 
their 

mentioned any date when · L services were dispensed 1Ji th 

and also tt'ere is no acknowledgement of the legal notice, 
·, t .. l 
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which is stated to have been sent by the applicants advocate 

nor i UJIJ...s se~t through re gisterea post as there i s no such 

reference at\, the legal notice. They have. thus prayed that 

the O.A. may be dismissed. 

5. I have heard both t re counsel and would agree with , 
the respondents counsel that petition is absolutely vague. 

Neither applicants have given the exact date 1.rhen they were 

engaged as a Casual Labourer nor they have given any names 

who have be en engaged after dispensing with their services as 

alleged by them. However, there is one aspect whic ti needs to 

be looked into because applicants have stated tt'at they have 
1t..U.~ 

not been paid~ wages from l'larch 2004 to August 2004. It 

is also correct th at no su c h scheme has been annexed by the 

applicants t.1i th the petition under which they can claim grant 

of temper ary status or regularisation. Govt. of In di a had 

issued a scheme in 1993 for grant of temporary status and 

regularisation . It has already been held by Hon'ble Supreme 

Court in the case of Mohan Pal that the said scheme was one 

time measure and be nefit o f same could be given only., to such 

of the persons, '-ihl we.re engaged as on 10.09 . 1993 and had 

completed 240 day s as on that date. In the instant case, 

adnittedly as per· applicant's own sho1Jing, 1heJ wC'au.engaged as 
(fr~, 

Casual Labourer only in the year 1998i!f Therefore, they 

cannot get the benefit of scheme dated 10.09.1993 . It is also 

seen that app lie ants haue not shown any acknowledgement of 

the legal notice• wh i ch is state~ to have be en sent by 

their counsel. Therefore. no cogniza.nce of that legal notice 
~~ 

can be taken. It is twtt~~ made clear that in case applicant 

have not been paid their wages or any f\ew faces are being 
k rl., 

engaged by the respondents . i t would open to the applicants ,.__ 

to give• proper representation to the author ite concerned 

by giving all the details 1Jithin a period of 4 weeks from the 

date of r ece ip t of a copy of this or der . In case t.be~ .i. give._ 

such a representation, I am sure authorities would apply 

•• • 41. 
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their mind to the grievances raised by the apolicants and 

1if dispose off the same by reasoned and detailed order within 

a period of 6 weeks thereafter under intimation to the 

applicants. 

6. IJi th the above di rec ti ons, this 0. A. is disposed off 

at the admission stage itself with no order as to costs. 

i-lembe r ( J) 

shukla/-


