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OA No.221/03

1. Vinod Kumar Tiv/ari
s/o shri shravan Ktunar Tlwari 
Ex.Lower Division Clerk 
Office of the Assistant Engineer 
Barswr Central Sub Division 
Central public works Department 
Bodhgha-t jColony Barswr 
Dist.£r - -

2. smt.Anjali p i l la i  
Ex.LDC
Office 4)f the Executive Engineer 
CPVfD, Jabalpur,

(By advocate Shri M.N.Banerjee)

Versus

.Applicants

1. union of India through 
the Secretary 
Ministry of Housing 
Govt, of India
New Delhi.

2. Chief Engineer 
CPWD Central zone 
E-3jl54b Area Colcmy 
Bhopal . Respondents

(By advocate Shri Harshit Patel on behalf of 
Shri s.C.sharraa)

QA No.227/03

1. sobhnath Pandey 
Beldar, CPwD 
Kendriya Pariser Colony 
T -I I I ,  2, Bharat Nagar 
Sha hpura, Bhopa1.

2. Dinesh Kumar Vishwakarma 
Carpenter, CPwD 
V illage  Laukhedi
Near Aerport, Berager 
Berager, Bhopal,
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3. Gajanand Awchare 
Beldar« CPVjOD
Central sub Division No.2 
CRPF Cantus 
Bhopal,

4. Rajaram Dohre 
Beldar
Kendriya Parisar Colony 
T -I I I ,  Bharat Nagar 
Shahpura, Bhopa1•

5. sodan singh 
Beldar, CPWD
sub Division u jja in
Uj ja in . Applicants

(By advocate shri M.N.Banerjee)

Versus

1. union of India through 
the Secretary 
Ministry of Housing 
Govt. of Indi a
New Delhi,

2. Chief Engineer
CPWD Central zone 
E-3/4b Arera Colcaiy 
Bhopal.

3, superintending Engineer 
CPWD Near Bus Stop No.lO 
Arera Colony
Bhopal.

4, superintending Engineer 
CPWD* CGO Complex
A•B »Road«

5, Executive Engineer 
CPWD Central Division-1 
E-2/5 Arera Colony 
Bhopal.

6. Executive Engineer 
CPWD Central rxLvision 
CRPF Camp Bangrasla 
Bhopal.

7. Executive Engineer, CPWD 
Bank Note press Colony 
DBwas•

8, A ssistan t  Engineer 
CPWD sub Divlsion-1 
Bhopal.

9, Assistant Engineer 
CPWD sub Division-2 
Bhopal.

10. Assistant Engineer 
CPWD sub Division
U jja in . Respondents.

(By advocate Shri P.shankaran)
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O R D E R  

By Madan Mohan. Judicial Meiaber

As the issued involved in both the OAs |is same and 

the faets are sim ilar, both the OAs are disposed of 

by this common order.

2* The applicants in both the OAs seek a direction  

to the respondents to regularise their services as 

done in the case of applicants in OA 786/96 decided 

by the Tribunal on 1.1.97.

3. The J a ^ s  of the cases are that the applicants

were working in CPWD as LDC on work order basis . They 

had been persuading the department to regularise their 

services and pay equal wages for equal work. The 

applicants attained tenporary status as they worked 

fo r more than 240 days in a year and are continuously 

working without any gap t i l l  date, some of the workers 

in the same zone i . e .  Central zone, Bhopal were 

regularised and were being paid regular pay scale 

as a result of decision of the Tribunal in  oA 786/96 

dated 1.1.97. The applicants are from poor fam ilities  

and in case they are removed from their job, their 

family would face starvation. The applicants f i le d  

OA No.1052/2000 which was disposed of with a direction  

to the respondents to consider fresh representation 

to be f i le d  by the applicants. Thereafter, the 

applicants submitted a fresh representaticai to the 

Chief Engineer, CPWD, Bhopal. However, the aforesaid  

representation was rejected vide le tte r dated 23.3.01. 

Aggrieved by th is, the applicants f i le d  a contempt 

petition before the Tribunal (CCp No.24/025 which was
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rejected vide order d^ted 24,6,2002. I t  was observed In the

order as under s

" I t  is  furiiier noticed tJiat in this Tribunal's 
order dated 5.12,2000, i t  was c learly  stated'^ 
that i f  the applicants remain aggrieved# they 
could move t3ie Tribunal by f i lin g  fresh application,*

The applicants were removed frcra employment tiiereas other

applicants who f i le d  OAs continue in employment. Hence,, this

OA i s  f i le d ,

4, Heard learned counsel fo r both parties . It  is  

argxaed on behalf of the applicants that the case o f the 

applicants is  sim ilar to OA No, 786/1996 and that the 

applicants would be sa tis fied  i f  a directico is  given to 

the respondents to consider the applicants * case in the

ligh t o f the judgment given by the Trib\snal in OA No, 786/96

Ishwardas & Ors, vs, UOI & Ors, (Annexure A-.3) , The learned 

counsel fo r the respondents stated that a fte r the judgment 

were given by the Tribunal under Which i t  may not be possible 

to consider the requests o f the applicant and in this context 

they have re lied  on iiie judgment o f the Principal Bendi of 

H ie Tribunal in  the case o f Ranvir Sinah Vs, POI & Ors.^ in 

OA No, 2623/2002 passed cn 14th Novenber^i 200 2 (Annexure lU i) 

Oh perusal o f the said order we find that in that case the 

applicants were working as Bailder and sought regularisation 

against the post of LDC and the Tribunal in  the said OA have 

stated at since the applicant has been appointed as Bailder 

taiey are not entitled fo r regularLsation to the post o f LDC, 

1h the instant case the applicants were ajpointed as LDC ,md 

Sre worlcLng as such w

5, ^  this view o f tiie matter we find that tiie present 

cases are fu lly  covered by the decisicai o f the Tribunal pass­

ed in OA No, 786/1996 in  which the direction given as under

Shall mutatls^autanals ajpiicable 1 „
present case^.
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in title facts sod circumstances of the case wef^ are
o f the view that the respondents should treat the 
applicants as casual labourers for the entire period 
of their engagemait and regularise their services in 
accordance with law within a period of six months. 
The application is  accordingly a llo i^d . The parties 
shall bear their own costs,"

6, Accordingly,; the Origiaai % >plicati^sistands.disused

o f in the .aforesaid tenns. No ord^r as to costs.

dKiadan Mchan) 
Judicial Merriber

SLn^) 
Vice Qiairman
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