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aNTRAL ADMINIS'liU'TIVE TRIBUNAL

ALlAHABAD SiNai
ALlAHABAD

of-
Allahabad this the 18th day of JAN!!ARY,2001

Hon'ble' Mr.S,K.I. Nagyi. Member (J)

1. Brijesh Mohan S/o Shri Raj lCulnilr,Resident of
House NO.2, Patviyan, Sarrafa Bazar,Muzaffarnagar,

2. Lalit Kumar 5/0 Shri RamIwarup Sbilrma, Resident
of House,.Ho.29, Ghair Khiltti. NewMindi. Muzaff_r-
_gar.

By Advocate Shri R.D. Khare

Versys

1. Unioll1of India through Secretary, Ministry of

Telecommunic-t!on, New Delhi.

2. The General Milnager, District Telecom Departaent,
HUzaffarnagar, District Muzaffarnagar.

3. Sub Divisional Ingineer, District Telecom.
Department, MuzaffarIJagar.

!I Advocate Shri Satish Chaturved1

o RD. R ( Oral )----- '

By Hon'bl. Mr.S.K.I. Nagvi. Member(J)

The applicants-Brijesh Mohanand Lalit

Kumar h.ve come up seeking relief to the effect

that the respondents be directed to regula rise

their services immediately after completioD of

240 days of continuous service in the depcrtment
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and also to pay the arrears of difference of
salary. In support of their coatention, the
applicants have referred the work chart for the
period from September, 1991 to February, 1995 as
annexure-1 in respect of the applieant-Brijesh

t

Mohiln and annexure"'-a in respect of the applicant
DO. 2-Lali t Kumar. It nas also been contended that
even beyond this period. as covered under this chart,
the applicants bave worked with the respondents but,
no work chart was issued to suppress the service
benefit claim of the applicant. Ia support of this
coatention, the applicants have brought on record
the bill of wages a. annexure no.2 and ldeatity card
as annexure no.3. They have also filed the copies

'".

of photographs published in the Newspaper,taken on
different occasions,consisting of employees working
with the respondents. The applicants have also filed~

tJ representations moved in the years 1997 and 1988 but,
have not been decided by the respondents and, therefore,
they have eome up for r.dressal before the Tribunal.

The respondents have contested the case
and filed .ounter-reply with specific pleading that
the appllcan't5worked during 1991 to 1995 on purely
temporary basis on contract to complete the projec~
work and thereafter were disengaged and then again
engaged in December, 1995 for 2S days under exigency
of work, and again for 28 days in January, 1996 &.
casual labour on purely temporary ~s1s and thereby
no right accrues to them for the claim
preferred in the O.A. / .".-7(~Lr-

as has been
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3. The applicants h~ve ~lso ~eiterated
their pleadings and replied the counter-a£fidavit
through rejoinder-affidavit.

Heard the learned counsel for the parties
and ~ perused the record.

s. It has very much been emphasised th~t
the applicants have admittedly worked .emporarily
with the respondents and that confers some right
to them in view of admitted continuous days _hey
worked with the respondents.

6. Keeping in view the facts a.dhave come
up through pleadings, I find it expedient to decide
the matter with the follOwing direction:

~,-

"In case the applicants move~« fresh represent-
ations within. weeks from the date of this order
annexing therewith the copies of pending re-
preseatations and the copies of docuaents in

,support of their contention., the aame be decided
within 3 months thereafter and in case their
prayer is not acceded by the canpetent authority
in the respondents establishment, the order be

c..~/
passed withL6etails and shall be speaking/with
copy to the _pplicants.-

7. No order as to cos ts•

Me.,er (J)

IM.M./


