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2. There are 12 applicants in this CA, They are all

department. Relying upon the order of this Tribunal in

0.A.412/95 and 0.A.806/96 they seek direction in this OA.
to the respondents to pay them wages at 1/30th of pay of
prescribed scale of pay of s,750/- p,m, with dearness allowance

from the date of their appointrment in service,

3. The respondents have filed their counter stating that
the applicants have been neither engaged as a casual employee
or as a part-time casual labouwr, But from a reading of the

reply it appears that the respondents consider them as contrac

labour but the reply does not give anywhere the proof of Jov
stating that they are employed as contract labour, Hence it
has to be presumed that they were engaged as part-time casual

labour only for delivering messages as ard when required,

4, The respondents submit that they have been paid wages

Rse3.60 ps, per day, It is not necessary for us to clarify

the wages to be paid to them, The department is competent
to fix the wage in accordance with the law, It is sStated
that thé applicants were engaged some time in 1992-93 as

can be Seen from the page-3 of the OA, They have filed this
OA only on 27.,10,97 which was admittéd on 19.,1,.,98. Hence if
the OA is disposed of in their favour their wages as 1/30th of]

the minimum wage of a regular Group-D employee along with DA

T

working as part-time Telegraphmen in the Tespondent .- - 17}
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can only be given to them, W &.5. 19198,
J

5. From the material available on record and especially
the reply there is no case to treat them as contract labourers,
They were engaged as part-time casual labour for delivering
the messages as and when requiréd, Hence they are entitled fou

the relief asked for in the QA,

6. In the result, the following direction is given :-

The applicants are entitled for 1/30th minimum scale of

pay of a Group-D employee per day with the dearness allgwance |

AL fraie® oy -3
They are entitled for the pro-rata amount for thedr discharg

duty as c¢asual labour per day, They are entitled for arrears

from 19,1,98 on that basis,

7w The OA is disposed of, MNo costs,

( 8.8, UAI PARAIL 1.() ( R,RANGARATAN )
Membe udl, ) Mermber (Admn,)
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