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JUDGMENT

All these gpplications were heard onmerits one
after the other,
2, Three petitioners in all these three cases prayed
for a compassionate appointment under the rehabilitation

scheme in the Central Rice Research Institute,Cuttack

on the ground that their predecessorfin interest were
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working as Casual 1lgbourers in the said institute,

3. In Original Applicaticn No,202 of 1993,Hadibandhu
Behera is the father of the Petitioner Shri Thukuri
Behera,Claim of the Petitioner Thukuri is that his
fatheér died in harness while he was working as casual
labourer in the said institution,

4, In Original Applicatien No.203 of 1993,the
Petiticner S~njaya Kumar Myduli claims that his brother
Trailekya Muduli who was working as casual labeurer in
the institute died on 30th December,1984 and therefore,
he should be given an appeintment on compassionate
ground,

Se In Original Applicaticn No,218 ef 1993,Petitioner
Tilettama Behera widow of Mohan Chandra Behera claims
similar relief on the ground that her husband haé worked
for 1976 till his date of death and therefore, she sheuld
be given a compassienaté appointment,

6, In all these applicatiens,counters have been
filed 4r which ,it is maintained by the Opposite parties
that Hadibandhu father of Thukuri,Trail-kya brother

of Sanjaya anc Tilottama: wife of Mohan had worked
intermittently ;:E?fer sometime in the p,st they were
not to be heard ané they haé disengaged themselves from

\fendering casual work.Therefore,it is maintained by the
¥ :
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Opposite Parties that the Petitioners are not entitled
te derive the benefit under the rehabilitation scheme
especially because their deceased father brother and

husband respectively were not regular employees,

Te I have heard Mr ,ashok Misra learned Senior
Standing Counsel (central) in all the three cases and I
have perused the relevant pleadings of the mrties

and the documents attached to the records,The fact
that Hadibandhu,Brailekya and Mohan had worked as
casual labourers was not disputed The only dispute

was that they had disengaged themselves sometime

prier to their death,Possibility of their disengagement
before death might be due to their illness which
ultimately might have resulted in their deah cannet

be overruled,

8. In the circumstances stated above,I would

direct that Thukuri and Sanjaya Petitioners in 0.2,
Nos,202 of 1993 gnd 203 of 1993 respectively be given
work as casual lgbourers as andwhen work is available ,
I cannot leose sight of the fact that on each and every
day casual labeurers are being engaged by the said
institution and this fact was admitted by one of the

officers representing the said office,Therefore,I
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would direct that whenever a single casual labourer
is engaged in the institution,preference must be
given to the petitioner Smt,Tilettama who is the
Petiti oner in 0.A.No.218 of 1993 After employing
her as a casual labourer feor the day,if any other
work is available on such casual basis,such work
shall be given to such casual labourers as would be
chosen by the concerned authority including Thukuri
and Sanjaya.Petitioners would ke entitled teo the
basic pay scale and DA of a regular employee in the
Group 'D' cadre as observed by Their Lordships of
the Hgon'ble Supreme Court, and Petitioners in all
these cases are directed to approach the Directer of
the Institute who in his turn weuld entrust work on

casual basis to the Petjtioners,

9, Thus, all the three applications are accordingly
disposed of leaving the parties to bear their own cests.
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