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CENTRAL ADMINI$'IRAT WE TR UNL 
CUTTACK BENCH CUTTACK 

Original Application No. 526 of 1993 
Read with N 	_9 6/93 
Datè of Decision; 5.10.1993 

Ashok Kumar Behura & Others 
	

Applicant (s) 

Versus 

Union of India & others 

For the applicants: 

For the respondents: 

CORAM: 

Respondent (s) 

N/s .A .K.Bose 
P.K.Girj, 
Advocates 

Mr.Ashok Mishra 
Sr.Standing Counsel 
(Central) 

TFE HONOURABLE MR.K.P ACI-IRYA, VICE...CHhIRMN 

AND 

THE HONOURABLE NR.H.RAJENDRA PRASAD, MEMBER (ADMN) 

JUDGMENT 

M.K.P,ACHARYA,VICE-X--HA3RMAN; In this application under Section 19 

of the ?dministratjve Tribunals Act,1985, the petitioner 

prays for a direction to be issued to the opposite parties 

to continue payment of wages to the petitioners on the 

basis of equal pay for equal work; and a direction to be 
M 

given to the opposite parties not to reduce the wages 

of the petitioners at the rate of Rs.25/— per day and there 

. jixhas been some other prayers practically of similar nature. 

'/ 2. 	 e did not think it expedient In the interest 

of justice to keep this matter pending. It would suffice 

to say that the petitioners are said to be working as 

casual labourers in the Door Darshan Kendra, Bhubaneswar. 

Vhey had claimed higher wages which formed subject matter 
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of Original Application No.430 of 1990. this was disposed 

of on 7.7.1993, 

3. 	We have heard Mr.AK Bose,learned counsel for the 

petitioners and Mr.Ashok Mishra, learned Standing Counsel. 

Apart from the observations made in the Ciginal Application 

No.430 of 1990, we would direct that following the dictum 

laid down by Their Lordships in the case of LEiJç Tar Mazdoor 

Manch vs.Unjon of India & Others reported in AIR 1987 SC 

2342 Viat the casual labourers must be paid the basic pay 

scale of a Group D employee 

4•.. ccordingly, 'the ent itlément Of the pet it loners 

becalculated and paid to each of them for the period 

they have actually rendered service. Thus the Oriina1) 

Application No.526 of 1993 along with Misc,App j a j0  

No.596 of,31993 are arrordingly disposed of. No costs. 
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NEIVIBER ADMI 	RAT lyE) 	 10E-CHAIRMNN M 
J5oC? 93 

Central Administrative Trj.bunal 
Cuttack Bench Cuttack 

dated the 5.10.1993/ B.K. Sahoo 


