
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTTACK BENCH, CUTTACK 

0. A. No. 260/51 OF 2015 
Cuttack, this the41.ZIy of November, 2017 

CORAM 
HON'BLE MR. S. K. PATTNAIK, MEMBER(J) 

Shri Aswini Routray, aged about 31 years, Sb- Bichitrananda Routray, At/PO-
Sundarpada, P.S-Airfield, Dist-Khurda, At present working as Casual Worker at 
Lingaraj Temple, Archaeological Survey of India Site, At/PO/PS/Lingaraj, Dist-
Khurda, Odisha. 

Applicant 
(By the Advocate-Mr. P. B. Mohapatra, B. Rout) 

-VERSUS- 

Union of India Represented through 
Secretary, Ministry of Culture, Govt. of India, Shastri Bhawan, New Delhi-
110001. 
Director General, Archaeological Survey of India, Janpath, New delhi-
110011. 
Superintending Archaeologist, Archaeological Survey of India, Toshali 
Apartment, Satyanagar, Bhubaneswar-7, Dist-Khurda, Odisha. 
Asst. Labour Comrnissioner(Central), O/o Dy. Chief Labour Commissioner, 
Lewis Road, Bhubaneswar, Dist-Khurda, Odisha. 

Respondents 

By the Advocate- (Mr. S. K. Singh) 

ORDER 

Mr. S. K. Pattnaik, MEMBER (J): 

Applicant has filed this O.A. for a direction to the respondents to grant 

1130th status to him with all other benefits to which he is legally entitled to with 

effect from the date of enjoyment of such benefit by his colleagues. Applicant also 

seeks quashing of the order dated 07.08.2014 (Annexure A/6 ) by which his 

representation was rejected with a stigma that he does not fulfill the criteria. 

2. 	In course of argument, Ld. Counsel for the applicant drew attention of this 

Bench to an earlier order passed by a Coordinate Bench in 0. A Nos. 934, 935 of 

2014 and 0. A. Nos, 23, 24 of 2015 disposed of by a common order dated 

23.06.20 17 wherein this Bench has passed the following order: 



6. 	........ One thing is clear that the claim of the applicants 
cannot be summarily thrown out. The Respondents need to 
keep their cases tinder consideration under suitable criteria 
for conferring 1/30" status by following the guidelines of the 
Government as laid down by the DOP& T in their O.M dated 
07.06.1998. 	It is also very important to ensure that 
discrimination and arbitrariness should be completely 
avoided in the matters of such consideration. 

Based upon the discussion made above it is directed that 
Respondents may reconsider the matter in the light of the 
observations made above. The orders impugned in all the 
O.As are quashed and the matters are remitted to Respondents 
No. 2 for reconsideration, on the basis of observations made 
above." 

In course of argument, Ld. Counsel for the applicant submitted that in 

response to the order passed in the earlier O.As, the Department has already 

complied with the order of this Tribunal. 

Ld. Counsel for the respondents fairly admitted that if that is the state of 

affairs, there may be no objection for the respondents to consider the grievance of 

the applicant in the same vein. 

In the light of the above circumstances, the O.A is disposed of with a 

direction to the respondents to re-consider the matter and the matter is remitted to 

Respondent No.2 for reconsideration on the basis of observations made in the 

earlier O.As referred above and the impugned order dated 07.08.2014 (Annexure-

A/6) is hereby quashed. 

OA is disposed of accordingly. The exercise be completed preferably 

within a period of four months from today. 

I 

(S .K.PATTNAIK) 
Member (Judl.) 
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0. \, NU. 934. 935 OF 2(114 ANt) O.A. N()s.23, 24 OF 2015 

('tiliack, this tIw2.3I)a ofj oi 	2017 

-? . 	 ('ORAM 
I 	 UON'13L1T MR. R. C. MISRA, MEMBER (A) 

c 	
A 	 i i nit N 	ik ad ibout 	ii s Yo-l)hunda Nayak, At Nakhaui 

I)isi-Khni'da. At Present working as a casual 

" Or at I.ineaual I cmplc. AiclI cI 	cal Survc\ of India site. At/PO/PS- 

I 	nu I3huh c'',ar. I) t-Kiicd; Odkha 

Applicant in O.A. No.934/I 4 

	

aiuIl ( cluivai. uJ abit 	ctirs. S/oLaxmidhar Gochayal. At- 

PU-S upui. PS-I i 	na'. Llwhancswar. Dist-Khurda. At Present 

c:Hu;d \Vu icr at i ,aar 	cinple. Archaeological Survey ol 

:j' At/1)'l-lnaraj DistKI 	ida. ()disha. 

Applicant in O.A. No.935/14 

agLf ahu' 7u cars. S/o-Duryadhan Prusty, At- 

P.( ) 	lidtnlr'ada. P.-i:, Sadar. Dist-('ultack, At Present 

ii. 	a.acruiI V orker at Aic:'oloicalSurvey of India site. 

II ) PS-Khanduuiri. l3hubanes\\ur. Disi-Khurda. Odisha. 

Applicant in O.A. No.23/I5 

H 	I )i! ' Ki mar I'at ïa. aucd 	a tQ years, S/o-Sanatan Patra, At/P( )- 

PS-l.ingaraj. Niluha cs\\m 1)ist-Khurda, At Present working 

uai \\orkcr  at I .ingaraj 'Ictupk. Archaeological Survey of 1 nd a site. 

In) PS-li 	ni. I)ist-Klturda. UdLia. 

Applicant in O.A. No.24/I5 

( In 1 lit' Advucu te-M 5. l.fl . M oh a );O I r, S. Ganesh, B. Rout, C. Panda) 

f1ridniRrccn1 ed Iii rutoab 

	

biiukir of (nituic. ( 	t. 'i India, Shis1i'i Nha\\'an, New Delhi- 

	

\l:tuiLic. 	SiH ta of India, ianapa(li. New Delhi 

1 	nIaa \icilacuiogHi, Arcln:ulogical Survey .a India. loshali 

S.lt\aiiacw'. l!tii1 inc,\ai- 7, l)ist- Khurda. Odisha. 

I aIll)Ll (t,iitiii]S5j0!li(( 	a . (b) Dv. (Thief I.abour Coiniiiicinn' 

' L LilatI. Nhulnmncswar. l)isL iIuiJa. ()dkItLl. 

1'C51)OI1(1CI1tS in all the lour ().As 

(Ir. S. K. SiiitIi) 



ORDER 
\1 LSRA,MEMBER(A): 

O.A. o.934/2014 	- 

The applicant in respect of ( ).A No.934/20 14 happens to He a ( atiaJ 

\\ orker  wider Archaeoloejcal SLI1 	 and has appmaciicd this I rihntial 

h a pL\er that the authorities ma\ lie (liI'CeICd to grant 	1  yr sia1u on him 

' tb all the associated heneflts. 

2. 	The applicant has submitted that he was engaged b\ the Respondents 

Organisation before 2007-08 and had completed 240 (lays o f \\ork  in 2011 - 12 

\s Per the Office Memorandum dated 07.06. I 98 issued by the Department ol 

Personnel & Training Government of India he is entitled to he paid 	1/3)0 11 1 O f 

the pay at the minimum of the relevant pay scale plus dearness allowance Ir 

mwk ol 08 hours a day. Thk is on the ground that the nature of work enlrust d 

ni and the regular employees is the same. 	It is pleaded by the applicant 
I 	

that persons engaged after 11 is engagement and who are juniors to him ha e 

already been granted /30° stat us. 

The Respondents have Ii 'ed a counter allida vii in which the itia Iii 

suhii 'ion is that the applicant's pra er is devoid of merit because he had never 

a1tegJ"l ie duty ofa Group 'D staff, The nature of work discharged H) him is 

ii 'I' 	ic as that of the reon ar employees and thereibre he is not ci igi He ldr 

ion of grant of 1/30' stat us. 	The applicant has also 0 led rcjoi nder ii 

i he has reiterated his submissions made in the O.A. 

O.A. No.935/2014 
The applicant in respect of O.A. No.034/20 14 is a Casual \\orker  

engaged by the Archaeological Survey of India at present \\ ork  ng at I ngara I 

'I emple. Rhuhaneswar. 	
j 



O.A. O34,93/2014 	23, 242015 
P Na ak & thher . -\ r- I 01 

I he applicant 	uImits that he has been working 	under 	the 

Oreanisation oll diii K wae basis and has been disehargin 

ied ervicc. 	Ii thc 	of casual \\orkers  who have completed 240 

.'L 	pub! shed h\ I he 	upermiending Archaeologist Arch;icolo 

udia. (oHI A partnient. Salyanagar, Bhubaneswar (Respondent 

ri 2o.ft.20 13 his ninne has been included. The grievance of the 

:Ophi ant in the present (i,\. is that as per the Office Memorandum dated 

(ifi I 5k issuLd b\ [tiL I),:flaiijllein oi Persoiinel & itainine Government o 

'o 

	

	ne h u Id he 1 !lo\ oh I 301 status because the nature of work entrusted 

rugular eniJL'\ CL I the same. In case of casual workers who were 

inch aller his 	 1/30 5 	status 	\ as grante 

'. 
* S 	 0 cr4L'nts Organ sat nit. It is alleged by the applicant 	that this amounts to 

It is tuihr submitted by the applicant that a Memorandum of 

sellICilletil under Section 12(3) of the 1.D.Act, 1947 was arrived at between the 

IL :j 

	

	Jcii K ()rganisat oti and he Archaeological Sui-vev of India, Worker's 

o Li 1,301 staIn' in Ii'.' rasual labour. Ii was settled that casual workers 

I. 	. 	eneaecd ! a 20;? nd r oinp!cted 240 days of s nih in a year idler 

IL I C'. :' 	cmii inijous \ on k o ti!  to 08 years could he granted I /3Qth  status. i'he 

kCSflOiiLlCItt 	o.3 has granted 1/30°  status to 08 persons by order dated 

I 2.04 .2u1 i. But case of the applicant was not taken up even though he flulfi Is 

the criterolti. 

I he Respondents have flied counter affidavit which mainly contains 

I ion that the applicant had never attended the duty of Group I)' 

i 	't 	le nat nrc of work discharged by him is not the same as the regular 

mpio\ ...jnd therefore not eligible for consideration of grant of 1/30°  status. 



I 	

().\, N nO.~ 1,') 3 4; 	0 14 	23. 2 4 	I 
I 	\a.iL & i)iher' 	•\1 	 - 

I lic applicant has also flIed rejoinder in which he has reiterated his suhin i 

a tude in the O.A. 	- 

O.A. No.23/2015 
The applicant in respect of O.A.No.23/201 5 is i Casual \VorLcr 

engaged by the Archaeological Survey of India at present 	working at 

andani H, Bhuhaneswar. lie has approached the 'iriliunal, pru\'m 	fr re icr 

ha 	c should he granted I /3() 	status since Hi1iiIIr!\ placed caiiul 	orkei 

tia\ c a ready been grantcd such status by the authorities IS per (he pro\ 	(W 11  

nude by the Department of Personnel & l'raining (overnInci ii o i I id ii \ ide 

their Office Memorandum dated 07.06.1 988. 

2. 	The applicant submits that lie has been working under the 

Respondent s Organisation on dali) \\dL  lrisis a nd has been disc h ugine 

'iii tttcd serviccn the list of casual workers who have completed 240 da s 

ork 1 bushed by the Superintending Archaeologist, Archaeological Surve\ H 

I iidia.ha]i Apartment. Salyanagar, Bhubaneswar (Respoudeni No 
44* 

26,0.201 3 his name has been included. i'hc grievance of the applicant in t lie 

- .L.pr sent O.A. is that as per the Office Memorandum dated 07.061988 issued h\ 

the Department of Personnel & Training Government of India he should be 

allowed /30 status because the nature of work entrusted to him and regular 

c iplovee is the same. in case of casual workers who were eunaged much alter 

h s engagement I /3O status was granted by the Respondents ( )rgauisalion. It 

k alleged by the applicant 4 that this amounts to discrimination. 	ii k 

submitted by the applicant that a Memorandum of setilement under Section 

I 2(3) of the I .D.Act, 1 947 was arrived at between the Respondents Organ isation 

and the 	Archaeological 	Survey of India, Workers Dnion over 
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fj 	\ 	O.A. Nos934,935/2014 & 23, 24/2015 
Nak & Others -Vrs- % 

I 30 status to the casual labour. It was settled that casual workers who were 

eneaced nter 2002 and completed 240 days of work in a year after rendering 

continuous work of 07 to 08 years could be granted 1130th  status. The 

Lnt No.3 has 4M granted I /30°  status to 08 persons by order dated 

	

But 	of the applicant was not taken up even though he 

Li his the criterion. 

3 	i'he Respondents have filed counter affidavit which mainly contains 

a suhmk,ion that the applicant had never attended the duty of Group 'D' 

posts. I he nature of work discharged by him is not the same as the regular 

cmplo'ccs and therefore not eligible for consideration of grant of 11301h  status. 

'e appi eant has also filed rejoinder in which he has reiterated his submissions 

I i.e 	We O.A. 

(LA. Nu,24/2015 
The applicant in respect of O.A. No.24/2015 is a Casual Worker 

cW hv the Archaeological Survey of India at present working at Lingraj 

I cnipl . l3hubaneswar. 	1-Ic has approached the Tribunal, praying 	that 

Rcsponcfenac he directed to grant him 1130th  status since similarly placed casual 

, 	already been granted such status by the authorities as per the 

- 
made by the Department of Personnel & Training Government of 

inla vck- their Office Memorandum dated 07.06.1988. 

2. 

	

	The applicant claims that he has completed 240 days of work on 

3 and is therefore included by the Respondents in the list of casual 

lnbowcr puhi ished on 26.03.2013. The cmiii of the applicant is that 	casual 

l:iboiircrs similarly placed 	have already been granted I /3015  status. The 

ii es wee of the applicant in the present O.A. is that as per the Office 

\j.-niorandum dated 07.06.1988 issued by the Department of Personnel & 



2Lj'lc  

	

I intutm (iovernnient of' India he should he aIloed I /30' status because tin 	 - 

iC 	a work entrusted to him and r'iIu employee is the iime 	lii cac 'I 

\urkers \ho eiiacd nueli iltet his eiiaeciiiei1[ 	0• 	its. 

dft 	Ks the Respondents ( )iganisatioii 	It is alleged bs the applicant 	(Intl 

his amounts to discrimination. 	It is further submitted by the applicant that a 

Memorandum of settlement tinder Section 12(3) of the l.D.Aet. 1947 was 

a'ii s'ed at between the Respondents Organ sat ion and the A rchaeologiea I Survey 

of India, Worker's Union over 1/30'' status to the casual labour. It was settled 

it ca.ual workers who were engaged after 2002 and completed 240 das s 1 

year after rendering continuous work of 07 to 0 	ears could he 

grant-sd 1 /Oth status. The Respondent No.3 has granted 	3 O status to () 

persons h 	order dated 1 2.04.20 1 3. But the ease of the 	ippI teant \\ as  II' t 

taken upven though he fulfils the criterion. 

The Respondents have filed counter affidavit making avernients that 

the applicant had never performed the duty of Group 'D posts. The nature of 

oi k discharge by him is not the same as the regular emplo\ ees and therefore 

not el icible for consideration ofgrant of 1/30" status. The applicant has also 

filed rejoinder in which he has reiterated his submissions made in the O.A. 

4. 	1 laying perused the records of the O.A. as mentioned above I have 

also heard carefully the arguments placed by the I.A. Counsels 0 bo(h the sides 

A lthouLl h the O.As were heard separately, considering sini lint of facts a 

common order is being passed. A common feature of the 	.As is that iii 

0 cml had earlier approached the 1'H bunal. 	By di sposi nu of the earlier 

).As, filed by the applicants I ribUllal directed authorities I) consider 

dispose of the representation filed hy the applicants 	tb 'I icilson'-d 



O.A. Nos934,935/201 4 & 23, 24/20 I 

. 	 ()tIft. 	\ 

.:pLing order. 	In obedience to the direction of I is 1 riva.. 

I'tepondcnts have disposed of the representations rejecting the prayer of the 

iPPhiflt. The applicants thus aggrieved have approached the Tribunal 

challencin 	the order of rejection. The Ld. Counsel for the applicant has 

laccd before hithe order dated 26.03.2013 issued by the Archaeological 

.7) India in which the applicant has been included in the list of casual 

C! 	ho ha\ c completed 240 days of work under the organisalion. This 

hecn piepared flnancial year wise. Secondly, my attention has been 

attracted to the order dated 12.04.2013 by which 08 casual workers have been 

ci anled I 30f' status. ftc DOP&T has issued an O.M. dated 07.06.1988 on 

the ubcct of recruitment of casual workers and persons on daily wage basis 

It hii hecn decided in the ON that where the nature of work entrusted to the 

orkers and regular employees is the same, the casual worker may he 

a 	be rate of 1/300  of the pay at the minimum of the relevant pay' scale 

dearness allowance for work of S hours a day. It is further submitted that a 

of setticmcnt has been alTived at under Section12(3) of the 

,'' .' jlpdtr'a1&Disputes Act, 1947 between the Management of Archaeological 

1\0 India, Bhuhaneswar and Archaeological survey of India Workers 

c /1 If 
er I /39 	to casual labourer before the Asst. Labour Commissioner 

nts1) l3hubaneswar on 1 5.09.2011. In pursuance of such decision by the 

(l: 	'd 1 2.04.2013. 08 casual workers have been given the 1/300  status. 

he case of' the applicants in various O.As discussed above 	that they have fi 
been discriminated arrainst by the authorities. 

The Ld. ACGSC appearing for the Archaeological Survey of India 

has relied upon his submission that the applicants were never allowed to 

perform duty of Group 'D' posts. The nature of work discharged by them is 



ftd down by the DOP&T O.M. dated 07.06.1988 they are not eligible for 

ion of grant of I 130rh status. 	In course of hearin of this case I d. 

iS( was directed to obtain instruct ion about the casual workers who have 

been given 1/30th
status by the Respondent's organisation during the last 

the Ld. ACGSC has obtained information that the Archaeological 

Survey of India has conferred 1/30fl status on OS numbers of casual workers Nv 

an order issued on 12.04.2013. It is noted that this order dated 12.04.2013 was 

also earlier annexed to the O.A. According to the submission of Id. ACGSC 

iLeicafter the 1/30i1 status was not conferred to any casual worker. 

The O.M. dated 07.06.1988 issued by the DOP&] has provided a 

follows:- 

"iere the natere of work entrusted to the casual workers and 
ular employees is the same, the casual workers may be paid at the 

'\\* 

	

	of 1/30th of the pay at the minimum of the relevant pay scale 
dearness al1oancc foi work of 8 hours a day 

(;; 	;y'• 
hitht "pi 	case, the Respondents have takena stand that the applicants 

:. 

 

yntrusted with regular work of a Group 'D' employee and
N.  

	therefre, 

do not1fil the criterian laid down by the DOP&1. Although it is 

admitted that the applicants have been included in the Office Oider dated 

26.03.2013 of the Respondents Organization as casual workers who have 

completed 240 days of continuous work, their case could not be considered 

for 1/30 status for the reasons mentioned above. However, in the Office order 

dated 12.04.2013, 1/301h 
status has been conferred upon 08 casual workers. 

he first paragraph of the order is quoted below:- 

"In pursuance of ( )M. No.490l4/89-Nsit (C) dated 7" June-! 
Clause-tv issued by the Depanment of Personnel and l'raii ug. \. 



O.A. Nos934,93512014 & 23 24/2015 
E. Naak & Others -\'rs- 11 01 

Delhi and guidelines issued by the Director General, Archaeological 
Survey of India, New Delhi vide F. No.98/4/85-Adn11 dated 20 Jan-
99 and subsequent F. No.7/2/92/Adm11 dated 27"1  July- 1992 and 
urther guidelines issued by the Director General, AS], New Delhi 
dc F. No.7-1 /2009-Admn-j I dated I 7th April-2009 and subsequent 

dated I I May-2009, the following casual labourers engaged up to 
2004-200 and completed 240 days in a year as on 2010-2011 are 
allowed to perfonn the similar nature of duties of Group "D" and will 
be paid ages 	I /30 of the pay scale at the minimum of Group 
D" Rs.470+ I 300 DA. as admissible from time to time w.eS. ] 5th 
pril. 201 

iicnnoned aho\ e. the order states that 8 casual labourers engaged up to 

2.4.-us completing 20 days in a year as on 2010-20]] are allowed to perform 

nature of duties as Group 'I)' and will be paid wages at the i-ate of 

pay scale at the minimum of Group 'D'. By this order therefore, the 

t 	pondents authorities decided to allow the said 08 casual workers to perform 

ni Iu nature of dui\ of Group 'D' and also that they will be paid wages at the 

of /30th of the pay scale. The O.M. dated 07.06.1988 issued bthe 

t)( .F& I laid down that where the nature of work entrusted to the asual 

()rkers and regular employees is the same, the casual workers may be paid at 

I /QI1 
 of the pay at the in in imurn of the relevant pay scale plus 

........... 

c• 	allowance Fr work of 8 hours a day. In the order dated 12.04.20 13 

F 	oents lirsi dccided that the concerned casual workers will be allow 

	

-. . 	 n' 	imilar duties of regular Group 'D' staff. it is a conscious decision H..: 	.- 

- 
Depai-tment to allow the eligible casual employees to 

i duties of a rcgulai employee The Respondents have not mentioned on 

\\ hich  citerian this decision has been taken. It is abundantly clear that it is a 

ulklos decision of the Respondents authorities to allow a casual worker to 

bun duties of a regular nature. 'Fhereaer, as a consequence in the same 

de 	ihL casual lahouer is allowed to be paid at the rate of I /3Qh1 01 pa. 

icictOli'. the argument of the Respondents that the prayer of the applicants 
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O.\. 	 1 	t 	4 2- I 

:. 	.A. c nnot be allowed because they have not perloimed the duty o f 

cular Group D' is quite clearly fallacious. 	From the order dated 12.04.2013 

ii has been made clear that it is the Respondents authorities who decided whom 

tic 	will allow to perform regular duty of Group D' and thereafler 1/30h status 

fhllowed as a consequence. The applicants in the O.As working under the 

Lilacological Suey of India organization have not been allowed to perform 11 

an, kit' a regular nature by the Respondents. Therefore, the Respondents 

c;ntention 	that the applicants have not performed the duties of regular of 

nature is unfair and unsustainable because such decision can he taken only by 

the Respondents authorities. If some casual workers were allowed to perform 

djties of regular nature why the present casual workers who approached the 

'1 rihvill not h allowed t 	 ..l 

I  not adçt 

oe  

N 

-. 	 sue wnicn tue Respondents have 

in their reply. The Respondents organization should have a 

hey for considering such prayer as per the DOP&T O.M. dated 

mentioned above. The settlement under Section 12(3) of the I.D. 

7 which has been brought to the notice of the Tribunal by the applicant 

reflects that the cases of casual workers who have completed 240 days of work 

shall be taken for consideration of I/30h1 status. In the above circumstances the 

reasons assigned in the impugned order cannot be supported. The Respondents 

.:miisation could up course have the]'-  own policy for considcrai on ot such 

in a transparent manner. But as per policy, case of casual workers should 

be considered and on the ground that the applicants were never entrusted to 

discharge the work of a regular employee no employee can be ousted from 

consideration. This is because as articulated in the order the decision to allow 

a casual worker to perform duties of a regular Group 'D' has been taken by 

the 	Respondents themselves 	The Ld. ACGSC while replvina to the 

1 



O.A. Nos934,935/2014 & 23 24/2015 
P 	 I'. Nayak & Others -\'rs- lOt 

lccaltons of discrimination has submitted that negative equity can not be 

ained. however. makjnt such a submission would amount to indirect 

that the facility of I /30° status to the other casual workers was 

leec: fl an i rreu ar manner. It is not clear from the submission of the 

s 	Iia arc the criteria tho\ have followed in allow g 

0 O keH k) do work of regular nature same is that of a Group 'D'. One thing is 

car that the claim of the applicants cannot be summarily thrown out. The 

kcpondcnts need to keep their cases under consideration under suitable criteria 

coitcrrina ] /30° status by following the guidelinest the Government as 

by the l)OP&2 in their O.M. dated 07.06.1988. It is also very 

to ensure that discrimination ad arbitrariness should be completely 

c iii the i oat ters of such consideration. 

lased upon the discussions made above it is directed that 

RcspnJcnts may reconsider the matter in the light of the observations made 

.1 'he orders impugned in all the O.As are quashed and the matters are 

I'eIhcd to Respondent No.2 br reconsideration, on the basis of observations 
: 

With the above observation and direction the O.As are disposed of by 

eHhiflOfl order, with no cost to the parties. 	
L 

(R. C. MISKA) 
MEMBER(A) 

j.•.,  
,j 

Section Officer (J) 
Cetr Adrnristrative Tphurtat 

Cn3tc Bench, Cutiac 


