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New Dglhi, this the 11th Day of Jenuary, 199,

HON'BLE SHRI J.P.SHARMA, MEMBER ()
HON'BLE SHRI B.K. SINGH, MEMBER (R)

Union of India through

3 Chief Signal & Tglecom, Enginser (Nirman)
Northern Rziluway,
Baroda Houss,
X New Delhie

2. Dy, Chief Signal & TelecomeEngimeer(P«.Ss)
Office of the Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern Railuway,
New Delhi, Applicants
in all 0.8,

(By Shri D.S.Mahendru, Advocatae)

Versus
In 0.8, 1852/94 ~

1. Shri Uttam Chand s/o Sh, Sudama Ram
through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School, Bikaner (Rajasthanj,

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,

New Delhi,

A S




Oefs N 3/94

1« Shri Kunj Lal séa Sh, Samarco Ram,
through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,

New Dglhi,

Respondents
N Be N 9/94

1« Shri Om Prakash s/o Sh, Hgsiar Singh,
through Bharat Singh Senger Matamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, The Presiding Officer,
Cent ral Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,

® Neuw Delhi, Respondents

AN 0.A. No, 1300/94

1. Shri Babu Lal s/o Shri Makodam,

through Bharat Singh Sgnger Mahamentri,
Near Daga Sghool,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, The Presiding Officer
Central Govt, Labour 50urt,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,

New Dglhi,

IN D8, No, 1301/94

1« Sh, Komal Ram séo Sh, Bharat
through Bhzrat 3ingh Senger ﬁahamantri,
Near Daga S haol,
Bikanor?ﬂajasthan).

Respondents,

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturbs Gandhi Marg,

New Dglhi,

IN OA No, 1302/94.,

1. Shri Chandrika Prasad s/o Sh, Prag Prasad,

through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (Rajasthan),

Respondents,’

' The Presiding Officer
Central Govt, Labour 6ourt,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,

Newv Dglhi, Respondents,
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IN _OA No, 1303/94.

Shri Raghunath s/o Sh, Ram Aytar, :
through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Mear Daga School,

Bikanar (Rajasthan)e

The Presiding Officer,

Central Govt, Labour Court,

Kasturba Gandhi Marg,

New Delhi, Respondents,'

IN 0.A, No, 1304/94.

Shri Akhand Pratap sjinth s/o

Shri Rpjinder Pratap

through Shri Bharat gingh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Dage School, '
Bikaner (Rajasthan).

The Presiding Officer

Central Govt, Labour éourt,

Kasturba Gandhi Marg, :
Neu Delhi. Rgspondents,’

IN OA No, 1305 /94,

Sh, Kiran Pal Singh s/o Sh, Sahib 3ingh,
through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (R;jasthan)e

The Presiding Officer,

Central Govt, Lasbour Court,

Kas turba Gandhi Marg,

Neuw Delhi. Respandents.

IN OeR, No, 1306/94.

Sh,., Raj Bahadur s/o Sh, Sarju,

through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (Rajaathgv).

: ]
The Presiding Ufficer

Central Govt, Labour éourt,

Kzs turba Gandhi Marg,

New Dglhi. Respandsnts.

IN QoA Noo 1307/,

Shri Rej Kumar s/o Sh, Duru Ram,
through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (Rajasthan).

The Presiding Officer

Central Govt, Labour Eourt,

Kesturba Gandhi Marg,

New Delhi, : Respondants.
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2.

§h, Kanhiya Lal s/o Sh, Rsm Gulem,
through Bharat Simgh Senger Mahamantri,
Ngar D.ga School,

Bikener (Rajasthan).

The Presidim Officer

Central Govt, Labour eourt,

Kzsturba Gandhi Marg,

New Delhis : Respondents,!

NOeRe Noo, 1 .

—————

Shri Ram Lal s/o Sh, Ram Johar,

ghrough Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School, -

Bikaner (Rajasthan)e

The Presiding Officer

Central Govt, Lzbour tourt,

Kesturba Gandhi Marg, _
Ngu Bglhie Respondents ¢

N OeRe N 3 4o

Shri Bani Singh s/o Sh, Bahori Lal,

t hrough Bharat Singh Senger Mehamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (Rajasthan)e

The Presiding Officer

Central Govt, Labour &nurt,

K-sturba Gandhi Marg, ;

New Delhi. Rgspandents ,

IN OR, No, 1311/94¢

Shri Asha Ram s/o Shri Kanhai,
through Bharat Singh S:nger Mahantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner zRajasthan).

The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
K_sturba Gandhi Marg,

New Delhi. Respendents,'
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1« Shri Ram Krishan s/o Sh, Dhani Ram
 through Bharat Singh Senger Mzhamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Mzrg,

Neuw Delhi, Respondents,

AN O.8, No, 1313/94,

1. Shri Annuaruddin sfo Shri Zohar Mian,
through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School,
Bikzner (Rajasthan),

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg, Respondents.
New Delhi,

1., Shri Raj Nath s/o Sh, Bhikani Ram,
through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Ngar Dgga Schsol,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

- The Presiding Jdfficer,
Cent ral Govt, Labour Court
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,
New Dglhi, Res ondents,

IN OA Ng, 1315/94.

1. SH, Rajinder Singh s/o $h, Chatter Singh,
through Bharet Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School,

Bikaner (Rajasthan).

- 29 The Presidimg Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kzsturba Gandhi Marg,
New Dglhi, Respondents.

IN OA N 6/94 |

1. Sh, Jai Shree Pal s/o Sh, Ram Brij Pal,
thruugh Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
near Daga Scheol,

Bikaner (Rajasthan),




2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Lebour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg, :
New Delhi, Respondants,

(By Shri Bharat Singh Senger, Advocate
for all the respondents).

JUD GEMENT RA

HON'BLE SHRI _J.P.SHARMA  MEMBER (3)

The respondent employees had filed an applicatian
before the Labour Court under Section 33-C(2) of Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 and the m: tter tame before thes Central
Government Labour Court, New Delhi,
they: filed the afgore-mentioned applications separataly
against the Chief Signal and Tele-communication Engineer,
Baroda House, New Delhi and Deputy Chief Signal and
Tele-communicat ion Engineer (PS), Divisional Rajluay Office,
New Delhi, The employees uere, at the time of filing of the
applications in Labour Court in the year 1931, working as
casual labgurers Khalasi, The grievances raised by them
sgparately individually is with regard to ths difference of
wages from 7,5,1979 to 30th September, 1991 whan the

applicants were working under the suparvision of Signal

Inspector (PSW), The employees have stated in their respective j

application that since 7,5.,1979 they were working like other
rpgular-pailway employees and as such are entitled Lo the
scale of pay of a regular employees in the scale of pay of
Rs. 196-232/~ which has been revised from 1.1,1586 to

Rs, 750-940/-. The work, duties and functRone performed by

these employees are in nouay different from that of the regulsr

5 < | i
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smployees of railvay discharging the same duties, work and
functions, The claim has been preferred on the basis of
personnel Branch Circulars No. 5949, 6101, 6737 and 3187
and under para 2501 and 2504 ofltha Indien Ragiluay Establishment
Manual Vol-11, It is further stated that the employees have '
worked for a number of days andéns an existing right the
sczle of pay af Rs, 196-232/- and Rs. 750-940/ - vas due to
them, Thers is no difference betueen the pro jestand opan
warkers :

lins/so fer as the place of working of the applicants in the
railuéys is concerned, The claim has been made about t he

difference in the scale of pay, 196-232/- and the wages paid

at the relevant time.

78 The Railuays: : have contastad this claim before the

Labour Court by filing a reply and stated that the Labour

Court has no jurisdiction toc entertain the said claim under
Sgction 33-C (2) of the Industrial Disputes Act. It is further
stated that the gmployees arTe alleging a2 new right which
will be beyond the ambit and scope of Sectien 33-C (2) of the
said Mgt . It is further stated that all the petitions 2rs
stale as more than 10 years after the claim has besen preferred, ;
» u/s 33-C (2) |
@n this ground alone the a2pplications/are not maintaineble.
It is further stated thet the applicants workmen ars  pre ject
casual workers and they are covered under special schems
formulated in due reference of the order of the Han'ble
Suprems Cburt in the Upit Petition No, 40897/85 uhich

hzs been re-affirmed in the czse of Ram Kumar & Othars Vs,

Union of India & Others decided on 2nd Dgcember, 1987, The

principles of 'egual pay for equal work' does not apply

E b




of the appiicants. There has been &8 notification

dndian

to the case
by the competent authority under para 2501 of the

Rgilway Establishment Manual where it was clarified that the

smployees &are quking in a2 project, It is further stated

that the classification of casual labour open line and casual

labour project is reasonable classification which has baen
approved and accepted by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of Indie
in their Judgement dated 11.,8,1986 and re-zffirmed by Che
Judgement dated 2,.,12,1987 ie Ehe cese of Inder Pal Yadav and

Ram Kumar respsctivaly, The respondents have alsc taken &

number of othar objections to the maintainability of the auarﬁé{

3 After hearing the parties the Labour Court Neu Delhi
ol by its Judgement, impugned in this case, decreed the claim of
the employees for an amount lesser than uwhat was claimed by
the employeess The amount decree in sach and every cass
differs 2nd 2 chart thereof is appended belouwi=
\ 2AeNa,  Name of gnployees  PReriod Claim allgwed
1252 Uttam Chand 9/79 to 9/91 6271.85
~ 1253/94 Kunj Lal 10/7 to 9/91 10462.35
.. 12939/94 Om Parkash 12/10 to 9/31 8480 .85
1300/94 Baby Lal 11/7 to 9/91 8399,.80
o 1301 /94 Komal Ram 1/76 to 9/391 9595.,15
1302/54 Chandrika Prasad 3/74 to 9/31 18395.00
- 1303/94 R2ghunath 2/7 to 9/31 16047.25
- 1304/94 Axhand Pratap Singh 1/79 to 9/91 8050.90
1305/94 Kiran Pal Singh 2/79 to 9/91 7449,30
1306/94 Raj Bahadur 1/76 to 9/91 9400.40
1307/94 Raj Kumar 6/79 to 3/91 7066455
1308/94 Kanhiya Lal 2/79 to 9/91  8001.95 -
1309/94 Ram Lal 4/79 to 9/91 7338. 10 :
1310/94 Bzni Singh 6/7 to 9/91 150@83,05 -
1311/94 Asha Ram 2/79 to 9/91  7530.10
1312/94 Ram Krishan 11/78 to 9/91  8884,65
1313/94 Anpnuaruddin 3/76 to 3/91 7242 .80
1314/94 Raj Nath 11478 to 9 91 7035.90
1315 /94 Rajinder Singh 8 to 7887430
1316/94 Jai Shree Pal 5/81 to 9/91 7495 .45

Comtd, e8..
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&, The cﬁallenge before this Tribunal is toc the Judgement

of Central Government Labour Court on the ground that ths

Labour Court has no jurisdiction to decide the metter in

the manner treating the working, capability as well as duty

and responsibility of these smployees similar to the

regularly employed employees in the railuays, The Labour

Court did not maks any mention of the fact that any right

has been created in favour of the applicants by an garlisr

adjudication by competant authority eithsr an the basis of an
" award subsaquently accepted by theiGovernmant or & direction
of any competent authority regarding the finalization of Lhe
pay scales of these-employess after they hzve attain:d the
»> temporary status having put in more than four months of
service from the date of initial engagement as cesual
labgurer, The contention of thelearned counsel fop thess
‘smployees is that he has pressed his tlaim before the Labour
Court on the recommendation of Misn Bhai Tribunal which has
givan certain findings in the shape of an award recommending
the Government that a temporary statusAto the casual labour
may be granted if such a -casual labour has put in four menths
i of service and earlier to this the railuay has prescribéd
six months for grant of temporary status, It was further

recommended by the said Tribunal that if a casual lsbour is

engaged on works which automatically expira on 3ist March the
continuity of his service shell not be regarded as broken if
the sanction for the work has been givan subsequently and the
same casual labour is amployad.to finish the work provided
further that no casual labourer shall be prevented framuarkingréj
on such job so as to deprive him of earning the status of a

temporary railuay worker,

sessallevs
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b ‘Rccordiné to the learned counsel, the Government has
accepted tha above recommendation and it was decided that

the czsual labour other than those who were asmploysd on
Project should bs treated as 'temporary' after the expiry

of four months continuous employment instead of six menths

as at present laid down in Board's letter Mo, E(NG)/6@u CL 13
dated 22,8,1962 as amended from time to times By referring

to this auvard of the Mian Bhai Tpibunal and accgptance by

the Governme nt, the contantion of thea learned counsel is that
since the casual labour has been given the status af a teﬁporary
employee, hs is entitled to ghe grant of wages as are paid

to a regular employee in therajiluay establishment, It appears
that this acceptance of the Government is with respact to the
labourers employed in the projects. The learnad counsel hzs
referred to the decision of the Delhi High Court in the case
of Union of India Vs, Presiding 0fficer, Central Govt, Lebour
Court and another .decided on 13th July, 1988 reported in 1990
Volume-6 S.LeRe Page 712, In that case certain persons uere
engaged under Chief $ignal and Tele-communication Engimeer
(Construction )Ngrthern Railuay sometimes in 1977, Thay have
claimed balance payment of pay from the period from 28th
January, 1978 to 28th March, 1978 on the basis of the sczls
rate of Rs, 196-232/-~ in this urit petition filed in 1985,
the Management contestesd the claim of the employees before

the Labour Court on a number of graunds stating that they were
engaged on =2 daily wage 6? Rs. 9/~ per day in a cons truction
project and uere nQ{ entitled to the said scale of pay. The
learned counsel has highlighted pgra 18 of the report where it
is observed that sven if a Workman has gotsome advantages as

@ result of Inderpal Yadav and Ram Kumar's case decided in
fugust, 1586 and Feb,,1987 respectively, it dees not megan that

he is precluded fr:m challenging on the . facts and circumstancas




that he is not a project worker and is entitled to temgarafy
status after 120 days as @ czsual labour, The right to be
treated at par with persons who were before the Supreme Court
of Indiz cennot stop the workman from contending that he uwas
not 2 "project casual worker" snd consequently becams =
temporary servant on ﬁhe completioﬁ of 120 days in view of the
various circulars of the Railway Bgpard, Tha contention of the
railuwsy, therefore, was not accepted by the Courts, learnad
counsel wanted to impress that . <those persons who wars
employed in construction division are to be treatsd as casusl
labour working in a simiiar_manner as in theopen line, Lsarnad
counsel has also réferred to the case of Union of India and
Ors, Vs. Basant Lal & Ors, reported in,1993 Labour and Indu: -
trial Cases page 1 decided by the Hgn'ble Supreme Court of
India, In this case Basant Lal & Others uwere employed as
casual labourers in July, 1988 and theirservices were tarminated
' by oral order dated 19,12,1988, Basant Lal & Others came bhefore
the Central Administrative Tribumal andmoved Original Applic-tion
and against this judgement the Union of Indié filed S.lL 4P,
Jhich was later on registered as Civil Appeal, It has been
held that if a workman has bsen employsed on the project uerk

then thay can acquire temporary status only after completing

360 days of service and those whaose are working ih opsn line

can acquire temporary status after completion of 12Q days,
However, in that case while diSposing'of the petition the
Haon'ble Sﬁprame Court allowsd togrant wagss to all thes

employass from 12,5,1991 equal to a2 temporary status employses ot

i

the initisl ataga'af pay.

Ge The sum and substance of the above discussicns is thet
these employees who were initially engaged as casual lsbours
under Chief Signal and Tele-communicetion Engineer (Conet)
Northern Railuay (CSTE(Cons.) claim for the grant of tomparary
status after completing of 12g days and by implicat ion that

l/ they are entitled to scale of pay,
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{9 The learned counsel has also refarred the decision
of the Puhjab Co-opsrative Bank Vs, R.,3.,8hatia in which it
is considerad that the claim preferred under Section 33-C(2)

of the Act where the objection by the respondents gmployer

that the claim is barrad by limitation as uell a8 delay and

lachee was held to be rightly rejected by the Labour Courte

Be The learned counsel for Union of Indiz i,a3; the
applicant in this cese has referred a decision in the case
of Municipal Corporation of Neu Delhi Vs, Ganesh Razak &
énothar where the Supreme Court of India has given 3 common
Judgement in a bunch such pstitions by its order datad 2gth

A Octobzr, 1994 reported in Judoements Today 1994 Volume-7

1 padje 476, The Hon'ble Supreme Court of Indiz has considersd
the scope and authority of the Labour Court to grant rglief
in an application under Sgction 33-C (2) and observed as

follows in para 12%-

"i12. 'The Higﬁ Court has refgrred to some of these
decisions but missed the true import therszof, The ration
of thess decisions clearly indicates that whars the

e | : very basis of the claim or the entitlement of ths

ﬂ workmen to a certain benefit is disputed, there being

no sarlier a2djudication @r recognition theragf by the
employer, the dispute relating to entitlemsnt is not
incidentél to the benefit claimed and is, therefors,
clsarly outside the scope of a procesding under Section
33 C(2) of the Act, The Labogur Court has no jurisdiction
to first decide the uworkmen's entitlement and then
procesd to computs the benefit so adjudicated an that
basis in exercise of its power under Section 33 Ci2)
of the Act, It is only when the entitlement has been

earlier adjudicated or recognised by the employar

Irz
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and thereafter for thé purpose of implaementzticn

of enforcement thereof some ambiguity requires inter
pfetation that the interpretation is treated as
incidental to the Labour Court's power umd ar Section
33 C(2) of the Act like that of the Exacuting

Court's power to intetpret‘tha decree for thepurpose

of its execution".

9 In the reported case, the Hon'ble Supreme Court of
India observed that the claim of the workmen in the mattar
before tham : . of daily rated, casual laboursrs there is
no sarlier adjudication or recognition by the emplaysr
regarding their wages in any auward of settlement, The
workman's claim of doing the same kind of work and their
entitlement to the wages at the same rate as the regulsr
worken on the principle of 'equzl pay for equal uork'’
being disputed, uwithout an adjudication of their dispute
resulting in acceptance of their claim to thid effact,
thare could bs no occasion for computation of thg besnefit
on that basis to attract Section 33 C(2), The mers fact that
that sam other workmen arg alleged to have mBds a3 similar
claim by filing Writ Petition under Article 32 of the
Constitution is indicative of the need or adjudication
of the claim of entitlement of the benefit before computation
of such a benefit could be sought, Respondent's claim is
not based onprior'adjudication made in the Writ Petitions
filed by some other workmen uphaldiﬁg a similar claim which
could be relied upon as an adjudication ensurim to the
benef it of these rasbond;nts as well,

i.e. employees
10. The learned counsal for the raspondents/has taken
us to para 15 of the reported case of Union 0* India Vs,
Presiding Officer (Supra), We ares not in full agreement

Wwith the ratio 1laid down by the Dglhi Hjigh Court regarding

0531?4',6




the project in which the applicants have been engaged.
The amplayses ' When 2 query uas put to the learned

counsel for the gmployees i.e., Union of India, have !/
sinca baen shifted from Delhi to sther place of working

as casual labour Khalasiy on certain other projects.

11. The finding given that the project in which the

applicants have basen ehgagéd 1.8, LB olBomiy) is

of permanent nature cannot be accepted on the face af it.
f%rmanency dapends on the circumstances and facts particulsr
to a situation that may bé permanant within one, two or
thres years and cannot acquire permanency in the scors

of years, Merely becausse of deeming clause which has baen
used will not confer a status of permanency on & project
or on a construction work, Je, therefors, respectfully
disagree with the finding of the Dglhi High Courte.

124 Howsver, since there is already 2 circular by the
Railuay Bgard No. 6106 dated 29st March, 1974 which governs
the ehployment of casual labour on railuway granting of
aut hor ised scale of pay to czsual labourers on complation

of nine Wonths now four months continuous work/service.

The aforesaid circular is quoted belout= ‘§

"Sgrjal No, 6106 - Circular No, 220-E/180-VI1l
(EIV) dated 21,3.1574.

Sub:- Employment of C.sual Labour on Railuway,
Granting of Authorised Scale of Pay to
Casuzl Labours on completion of S months
now four months continuous service,

Attention is invited to Railuay Board's letter
No, PC-72/RLI-69/3(1) dated =7-73 uherein the
Board while accapting the recommendation of the
| Railway Labour Tribunal have decided th=t Casual
Labour othar than those employed in the Projects
should be treated as temporary, after the expiry of
4 months continuous ewployment, instezd of 6 months
as existed previously. It follow that it is the

00'15‘
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the responsibility of the administration to bring
the Casual Labours who have cont inuously been
employed for a period of 4 months to authorised
scale of pay. It is, however,observed that in some
departments Casual Labours have been brought

pm authorised scale of Pay and continue to be
employed on casual Labour rates, Non-granting of
authorised scale of pay to such Labourer on

expiry of 4 months attracts the provision of
Board's orders .It is understood that in all
estimates prepared by the Execut ive Ufficer
concerned , provision for pay is made on C/L
rates, This may be on account of limited funds
allotted for the work, All Te.Lehs are also
sanctioned maeking provision for emplaying
CeLerates and on account of this Casual Labourser
are not being brought authorised scale of pay after
the stipulated period,

It is desired that all the concernad should bs advised
in this regard to maks provision for labours on
Ruthorised Scale of pay so as to comply with Railway
Board's orders referred to above. By doing this you
may be slightly over budgeting in as much zs for
the first 4 months the provisdon would bs made on
Authoris=d Sc:les whereas staff would be appointed on
Casual Labour rates, but the slight over budgeting
would be deésirable to ensure that Railusy Board's
orders are implemented and there should be no labour
unrest on this account,

The officers concerned should elso be instructed
that no Casual Labour is prevented from working
on such jobs so as to deprive him of earning
the status of temporary Railway Servant on the
expiry of his continudous employment for a
period beyond 4 months,

It may, howsver, again be clarified that
only Casual Labour employed in works other than
Project are to be given Authorised Scazlss of
Pay or continuous employment of 4 months,"

on other projects
This goes to show that the casusl labourers /uill acquire

a temporary status on completion of four months gnd shall
be entitled to the preécribed scale of pay or the scale of

pay prevelent at the relevant point of timee.

L » Contd....p/"ﬁ/-qo
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Court cannot bs sustained and is, therefore, gqueshed

-1 6= #

134 Now the only guestion remains whathar the
employees: are in 2 project in constructiasn or in
open line, For the open line the period of four
months is prescribed and for the construct ion work
the period of 360 days is prescribed which has beaen
upheld by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in the

case of Inderpal Yadav decided in August, 1986,

14. In visu of the 2bove facts and circumstences

we find that the order of Caentral Goavernment Labour

in all these cases and the claim dacided infavour of

thz respondents is set aside.

15, However, the case is remanded to the Labour Court
to daﬁida‘the matter afresh including limitation and
jurisdiction, If the Labour Court comes to e decision
that the applicants have been wWorking in 2 Project and
not ﬁn the Jpen Lina,% final order shall be passed by
them and the petition shall be disposad of accordingly,
If the Labour Court finds th t irrespeétiva af the
Judgament of the Delhi High Court referred tu abaove that
the épplicants are entitled to grant of temporary status
only after 120 days in that caéa theissue will be decidaed
onthe basis of Circular No, 6101 referred to abave,

It shall be open to the Labour Court to go into the megpit

of the claim of each of the casual worker/applicants

whethar at that relevant point of times such casual labourer

wegre in continuous employment or have been gstting
their salary asccording to prescribed pay scales ar that
they have been continuously Worked without any break or
reasonable break as’providad under the said Circular

of the Railuay Bpard, in that event their claim should bs

» %8 l??‘.u
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decided according to lau,

16. All these applications of Union of Indiaare
allowed and the Juggemént of the Labour Court is

, g ;
quashed and the case/remanded to the Lzbour Court for

fresh decision in the light of the observation made in

the body of the judgemsnt, No costs, & copy af‘hhiii_;ﬁf_f,Q

be pIacad on each fila.
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