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ORDER

By Madan Mohan, Judicial Member

As the issued involved in both the 0As‘£B same and

the facts are similar, both the OAs are disposed of

by this common order.

2. Tﬁe applicants in both the OAs seek a direction
to the respondents to regularise their geryices as
done in the case of applicants in OA 786/96 decided
by the Tribunal on 1.1.97.

3. The brief facts 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 temporary status as they worked
for more than 240 days in a year and are continuously
working without any gap till date, Some of the workers
in the same zone i.e. Central zone, Bhopal were
reéularised and were being paid regular pay scale

as a result of decigion of the Tribunal in OA 786/96
dated 1.1.97. The applicants are from poor familities
and in case they are removed from their job, their
family would face starvation, The applicants filed

OA N0.1052/2000 which was disposed of with a direction
to the respondents to consider f£resh representation

to be filed by the applicants. Thereafter, the
applicants submitted a fresh representation to the
Chief Engineer, CPWD, Bhopal. However, the aforesaid
representation was rejected vide letter dated 23.3.01.
Aggrieved by this, the applicants filed a contempt
petiﬁion before the Tribunal (CCP No.24/02) which was

&



rejected vide order dated 24.6.2002, It was observed in the
order as under i

It is further noticed that in this Tribunal’s

order dated 5,12,2000, it was clearly stated’

that 1f the applicants remain aggrieved, they

- could move the Tribunal by filing fresh application."

The applicants were removed fram employment vhereas other “
applicants who filed OAs continue in employment, Hence, this

OA is :Eile d.

4, - Heard J.eamed counsel for both parties, It is
argued on behalf of the applicants that the case of the
applicants is similar to OA No, 786/1996 -and that the
applicants would be satisfied if a dlrection is given to

the respondents to consider the applicants' case in the
light of the judgment given by the Tribunal in OA No, 786/96

Ishwardas & Ors, Vs, UOI & Ors, (Annexure A-3), The leamed
counsel for the respondents stated that after the judgment
were given by the -‘l‘ribma; under vhich it may not be possible
to consider the ‘J:éques'ts of the @pplicant and in this context
they have relied on the judgmen£ of the Principal Béndx of
the Tribunal in the case of Renvir Singv'h Vse UOL & OxS,, in
OA No, 2623/2002 passed on 14th November, 2002 (Annexure R-1)
On perusal of 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 saiq OA ha\;e
stated that since the applicant has been appointed as Bailder
they are not entitled for regularlsation to the post of LDC,
In the instant case the applicants were appointed as LDC and

dre working as suche

56 In this view of the matter we find that the present
cases are fully covered by the decision of the Tribunal pass=-
ed in OA No, 786/1996 in which the direction given as under

shall mutatis.mutanais appli
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In the factsand circumstances of the case we <)are
of the view that the respondents should treat the
applicants as casual labourers for the entire period
of their engagement and regularise their services in
accordance with law within a period of six months,
The application is accordingly allowed. The partie?
shall bear their own costs,

6o Accordingly, the Original Applications:stands.disposed

0f in_thé aforesaid tems, No or@r as to costs,

(Magan Mcan) ‘ (Mp. Singh)
Judicial Member Vice Chairman






