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Neu Delhi, this the 11th Day of Oanuary, 19^,

HON'BLE SHRI D.P.SHARWA, RERBER P)
HON'BLE SHRI B.K. SINGH, nCflBER (m)

u

Union of India through

1. Chief Signal 2c Telecom, Engineer (Nirroan)
Northern Reiluay,
Bsroda House,
Neu Delhi.

2, Dy, Chief Signal 4 Toleco m.Eng i neer(P.S,)
Office of the Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern ftail*Jay,
New Delhi, Applicants

in all O.A,8
(By Shri B.S.Hahendru, Advocate)

Versus

in O.A, 1252/94

1. Shri Uttam Chand s/o Sh. Sudema Ram
throuah Bharat Singh Senoer flahamantri,
Near Daga School, Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, Ths Presiding Officer,
Csntral Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,
Nau Delhi,

Co rt d., 2 ^
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In Q«^» No. 1253/94

1» Shri Kunj Lai s/o Sh, Samaroo Ra
t §ii

im,

through Bharet Singh Sengarnahamantri.
Near Qaga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

The presiding Officer,
Central Govt. Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi !*larg,
Neu Delhi,

IN 0,A, No. 1299/94

2.

1. Shri Om Prakash s/o Sh, Hosiar Singh,
through Bharat Singh Senger l*!at@mantri.
Near Daga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan).

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Gout, Labour Court,
Kssturba G'andhi Flarg,
Neu Delhi,

IN Q.A. No. 150Q/94

1. Shri Babu Lai s/o Shri flakodam,
thtaugh Bharat pingh Ssnger Ttehamantri,
Near'Daga 'School,':/-
Bikaner (Rajasthan),:,

2. The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Courtj:;
Kasturba Gahdhi Marg|/
New Delhi,

2.

2.

I

IN O.A. Nn. 1301/94

Sh, Komal Ram s/o Sh^ Bharat,"^^^"
through Bharat Singh Senger Plahamantri,
Near Daga School,. . :
Bik3nisr vRa jeSthan) v

The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Ggndhi Mgrg,
New Delhi,-—h: T

IN OA No, 1302/94.

Shri Chandrika Prasad, s/o Sb, Prag Prasad,
through Bharat Singh• Senger Matiamantri,
Near Qaga School,
8 ikaher (Tla jasi

The Presiding Off ice r,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Harg,
Hew Delh i* ;

Respondents

Respond ents

Respondents •

Respondents*

Respond ents,^
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IN OA No, 1 305/94.

Shri Raghunath s/o 3h, :RaTn _i._ithrough 8harat Singh Songor nahamahtri,
Mesr Daga School,
Bikansr (Rajasthan).

2 Tha presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kesturba Gandhi Plarg, Respondents,^
New Delhi,

T_M_n.a. Np. 13D4/94,

1. Shri Akhand Fratap s^nth s/o
t^r"oug '̂s\"fi%Srrt^iingh Songor .aho.antri,
Near Daga School,
Bikaner (Raj^sthan),

2. The Presiding Officer-
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi flarg. IKasturoa uanuni Respondents;
New Delh i »

IN OA No, 1305/94,

1 Sh. Kiran Pal Singh s/o Sh, Sahib Singh,
through Bharat Singb Senger Mahamantn,
Near Daga School, •,
Bikaner (Rgjasthan),

2, The Presiding Officer^
Central Govt, Labour Court,Kosturba Gandhi Plarg, Raspondants,*
New Delhi, ^

. IN Q-A. No. 1306/94,

Sh, Raj Bahadur s/o Sh, Sarju,
through Bharat Singh Senger maharnantri.
Near Daga Schooli
Bikaner (Raja^*^)*

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,Kasturba Gandhi Plarg, Raspondants.
New Delhi,

IN n.A, Nn. 1307/94.

1. Shri Raj Kumar s/o Sh, Ouru Ram,
through Bharat Singh Senger Plahamantri,
Near Dgga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,

Raspondants.'
New Delhi, ^

I
a ,4 , ,
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V.

1* Sh, Kanhiya Lai s/o Sh, Rgm Gulam,
through Bharet Singh Sanger Plahamantri,
•^ear Dgga School,
Bikansr (Rajasthan),

2, The Presidii^ Officer,
Can tral Govt, Labour Court,
Kesturba Gandhi Warg,
New Delhi, Respondents,^

I N 0,A, No, 1 309/44.'

1, Shri Ram Lai s/o Sh, Ram Oohar,
Jihrough Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Dgga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2* The Presiding Officer-
Central Govt. Labour udurt,
Kesturba Gandhi Warg,, -;
New Qelhi, RespondontsJ

;[N a,A, No. 1310/94^-

1,. Shri Bani Singh.;§/o Sh, Bahbri Lai,
through Bharat Singh Senger Wahamantri,
Near Daga School^ • i j
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, The Presiding: Off icer.
Central Govt, Labour Court,

i Kpsturba Gandhi Marg,
New Delhi* Respondents^

IN OA, No, 1311/94.^

1," "Shri Agha Ram s/o Shri Kanhei,
through Bharat Singh 5anger t^^ihanferi.
Near Daga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Cobrt,
KjjSturba Gandhi Marg,
New Delhi, Respondents^

I >• , 5 , • a
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TM Na. 1312/94.

1, Shri Ram Krishan s/o Sh, Dhani Ram _
through Bharat Singh Sengsr Piahamantri,
Near Daga School,
Bikansr (Rajasthan).

2, The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt, Labour Court,
Kasturbs Gandhi flarg. Respondents,
New Delhi,

IN Q.5. No. 1313/94,

1, Shri Annuaruddin s/o Shri Zohat Mian,
through Bharat Singh Senger I*lahamantri,
Near Oaga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

2, The Pres id ing Of f icer ,
Central Gout, Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Warg, Respondents*
New Delhi,

IN Q.a. No. 1314/94.

1, Shri Raj Nath s/o Sh, Bhikani Ram,
thr0ugh Bharat Sjn^h Senger Mahamantrij
Near Daga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

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

IN OA Nn. 1315/94,

1, Sh» Rajinder Singh s/o Sh, Chatter Singh,
through Bharat Singh Senger hamantri .
Near Daga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan).

2. The Presiding Officer,
Central Gout, Labour Court,
Kssturba Gandhi Flarg j « ^
New Delhi, Respondents.

IN OA No. 1316/94,

1, Sh, Dai Shree Pal s/o Sh. Ram Brij Pal,
through Bharat Singh Senger Wahamantri,
near Oaga School,
Bikaner (Rajasthan),

• • ^
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2. The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt. Labour Court.
Kasturba Gandhi flaro.
New Delhi, '

(Gy Shri Bharat Singh Senger, Advocate
Ior all the respondents).

Respondents,"

OUPGEflENT (ORALl

HQM'BLE SHRI 3.P,SHAfy!A^ WEflBER

; The reapqndent employees h,ad: filed an appiic8tio;i.
isfore the Labour Court under Section 33-C(2) of Industrial
Disputes Aot, 194 7 and the o tter tana before the Central

^ Government Labour Court, Neu Dal hi. .

Applications s eparately
agjinsu, the Chief Signal .and Tele-communication Engineer,
Baroda House , Neu De Ihi and Deputy Chief Signal and

Tele-communication Engineer (PS), Divisional Railway Office,
:: The employees uare, at filing of the'
.-u ^ the year 1991, uorking as

^'fKhalasi, The grievances raised by than
sep|rateim Individually is with regard to tha difference of

" September^ 1991 when the

:t supervision of Signal

Inspector (PSu), The employees have stated in their respective

^ they uere working like other

regularceaiiuay employees endues such are entitled to the

® regular eiTployees in the scale of pay of
Rs, 196-232/- which has been revised from 1,1,1986 to

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

thase .employees are in nouay different from that of the regular

1



^ 7 -

employees of rail-Jay discharging the same duties, oork and
functions. The claim has been preferred on the basis of

personnel Branch Circulars No. 5949, 6101, 6737 and 3187
and under pare 2501 end 2504 of "the Indian Railway Establishment
nanual Vol-Il. It is further stated that the amployeea have I
worked for 3 number of days and has an existing right the

scale of pay of Rs. 196-2 32/- and Rs. 750-940/-was due to
tham. There is no diffsrsnca between the projeetand open

line/so^ far as the place of working of the applicants in the
railways is concerned. The claim has been made about the
diffei^ence in the scale of pay, 196-232/- and the wages paid

at the relevant time.

2. The -Railways . have contested this claim before the
Labour Court by filing a reply and stated that the Labour

Court has no jurisdiction to entertain the said claim under

Section 33-C (2) of the Industrial Disputes ^ct. It is further
stated that the sroployees ^ alleging a new right which
will be beyond the ambit and scope of Section 33-C (2> of the
said • I^ Is further stated that all the petitions are

stale as more than 10 years after the claim has been preferred.U/5 33-C C2|
0n this ground alone the applications/are not maintainable.

It is further stated that the applicants workmen are project
casual workers and they are covered under special scheme

formulated in due reference of the order of the ^n'ble

Supreme Cburt in the Ur it Pat it ion No. 40897/85 which
has been re-affirmed in the case of Ram toar 4 Others Vs,
Union of India h Others decided on 2nd Oacember, 1987. The

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

L
. •.»8 • #
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to tha case of the applicants. There has been a notification
by the competent authority under para 2501 of the Indian
Reilu-ay Establishment Planual uhere it was clarified that the
employees ere working in a project. It is further stated
that the classification of casual labour open line and casual
labour project is reasonable classification which has been
approv/ed and accepted by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India
in their Oudgement dated 11.8.1986 and .re-affirmed by tha
3udgement dated 2.12.1987 i.e. the case of Inder Pal Yadav and
Ram Kumar respectiv/ely. The respondents hawe also taken

number of other objections to the maintainability of the award.

hearing che parties the Labour Court Ney Delhi

by its Oudgement,' impugned in this casaV decreed the claim of
the eraployeea for an amount lesser than what was claimed by
the employees. •The amount decree in each and every case
differs rsnc a chart thereof is appended Below;—

Period ' ' Claim allnw^ri^
1252 ' Bttam Chand
.1253/94 Kunj Lai
1299/94 Om Parkash

, 1308/94 Baby Lai
'' 1301/94 kBmal Ram

-1302/94 Xhandrlks Prasad - :
1303/94 Raghunath
1.304/94 Akhand Pratap 5»ingh
1305/94 Kiran Pal Singh
1 305/94 ,Raj Bahadur.
1307/94 Raj Kumar
1308/94 Ka nh iya La 1
1309/94 i?am Lai

: 131p/94 Bani Singh .
1311/94 As ha Ram
1312/94 .Ram Kris hen;
1313/94 Annwaruddin
l314/94-i Raj Math
1315/94 Rajinder Singh
13l6/94: 33 4Shree Pa l

L

9/79 to 9/91 6271.85
10/75 to 9/91 10462,35
12/10 to 9/91 8480,85
11/78 to ,9/91 8399.80
1/76 to 9/91 9595.15
3/74 to 9/91 15399.D0
2/74 to 9/91 16047,25
i/79 to 9/91 8050.90
2/79 to 9/91 7449.30
1/76 to 9/91 9400,40
6/79 to 9/91 7056,55
2/79 to 9/91 8001.95
4/79 to 9/91 7338.10
6/74 to 9/91 15083.05
2/79 to 9/91 7530.10
11/78 to 9/91 8884.65
3/76 to 9/91 7242.80
11/78 to 9/91 7035.90
9/78 to p/91 7387.30
5/81 to 9/91 7495.45

Contd...9.. I
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4. The challenge before this Tribunal is to the Judgement
of Central Government Labour Court on the ground thow the
Labour Court has no jurisdiction to decide the matter in

the manner treating the working, capability as well aS duty

and responsibility of these employees similar to the

regularly employed enployees in the railways. The Labour
Court did not make any mention of the fact that any right

has been created in favour of the applicants by an earlier

adjudication by competent authority either on the-basis of an
t

' award subsequently accepted by the Government or a direction

of any competent authority regarding the finalization of the

pay scales of these-employees af ter they have attained the
temporary status having put in more than four months of

service from the date of initial engagement as casual

labourer. The contention of thelearned counsel foif these

employees is that he has pressed his blaim before the Labour
Court on the recommendation of !*!ian Bhai Tribunal which has

given certain findings in the shape of an award recommending

the Government that a temporary status to the casual labour

may be granted if such a -casual labour has put in four months

of service and earlier to this the railway has prescribed

six months for grant of temporary status. It was further

recommended by the said Tribunal that if a casual labour is

engaged on works which automatically expire on Sist Warch the

continuity of his service shall not be regarded as broken if

the sanction for the work has bean given scibseQuently and the

same casual labour is employed to finish the work provided

further that no casual labourer shall be prevented fromworking

on such jab so as to deprive him of earning the status of a

temporary railway worker.
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5. According to tha Isarned ccunsel, tha Govarnmanrhaa

accapted tha aboi/6 racommandation and it uas dacidad that•tha caaual labour othar than thosa uho uara ampibyad on
Projact should ba treatad as •temporary' aftar tha axptry
of four months continuous amploymant instead of six months
as at present laid doun in Board's latter No. E(NG)/6o CL 13
dated 22.6.1962 as amended from time to time. By raferring
to this auard of tha Mian Bhai Tribunal and accaptancs by
the Govarnnant, the contention of tha laarnad counsel is that
Since tf« casual labour has baen''9iuan the status of a temporary
amployae, he is entitled to She grant of uagas as ara paid ^
to a regular employee in therailuay establishment. It appears
that this acceptance of the Gouatnmant is uith respect to the
labourers employed in tha projacts, Tha learned counsel has

the decision of the Delhi High Court in the oasa
of union ST India Us. Presiding Officer, Central' Gout. Labour

Court and another decided dn 13th July, 1988 reported in 1990
UalumeiSSiL.R. Page 712. In that case'certain persons uere
engaged under Chief tigna1 and Tele-communioetion Engimer '

(Construction )Northern Ralluay sometimes in 1977. They have
claimed balance payment of pay from the period from 28th

' Danuary, 1978 to 26th March, 1978 on tha basis of the seals
rate of Rs. 196-232/- in this urit petition filed in 1985,
the ManageSertt contested the claim bf the amployaes before

the Labour Court on a number of grounds stating thst thsy usrs
engaged on a daily uage of Be. 9/- per day in a construction

project and were riot sntitled to the said scale of pay. The
learned counsel has highlighted pgra 18 of the report where it

A® if^a ^Joxkman has go tsome advantages as
' Yadav and Ram Kumar's case decided in

Jugi^t, 1936 and Feb.,1987 respectively, it does not mean that

PTecludeti f^ m cbelleng^lng on the - facts and circumstances i

• • • 1 • • •
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that he is not a project worker and is entitled to temporary

status after 120 days as a casual labour. The right to be
treated at par uith persons who ware before the Supreme Court
of Indi- cannot stop the workman from contending that he was
not a "project casual worker" and consequently became s
temporary servant on the completion of 120 days in view 6f the
various circulars of the Railway Board. The contention of the

railway, therefore, was not accepted by the Courts, learned
counsel uanted to impress that . those persons who were

employed in construction division are to be treated as casual
labour working in a similar manner as in theopen line. Learned
counsel has also referred to the case of Union of India and

Qrs, Vs. Basant Lai i Ors. reported in^l993 Labour and Induc-
trial Cases page 1 decided by tha Hon'ble Supreme Court of
India. In this case Basant Lai « Others ware employed as
casual labourers in 3uly,.1988 and theirservices were terminated
by oral order dated 19.12.1988. Bassnt Lai &Others came before
Che Central Administrative Tribunal andmoved Original Application
and against this judgement the Union of India filed S.L.P#
chich was later on registered as Civil Appeal. It has been

held that if a workman has been employed on the project work
then they csn acquire temporary status only after completing

360 days of service and thosei whose are working ih open line
can acq-^ira temporary status after complatwn of 120 days.

However, in that case while disposing^of the petition the
Hon'ble Supreme Court allowsd tognrant wages to all the
employees from 12.5.1991 equal to a temporary status etffjloy^es at

the initial stage of pay. ,

I

6. The sum and substance of the above discussions is that

these aBrployeee who were initially engaged as casual labours
under Chief Signal and Telewcommunice tion Engineer (Const)
Northern Railway (CST€(Cons.) claim for the grant of temporary

status after completing of 12o days and by implication that
they are entitled to scale pf pay.
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7. The learned counsel has also referred the decision

of the Pubjab Co-opepstive Bank Vs. R.S.Bhatia in uh ich it

is considered that the cleim preferred under Section 33-C(2)
of the Act uihare the objection by the respondents employer
that the claim is barred by limitation as uell as delay and

l =chss uas held to be rightly rejected by the Labour Court,

e. The learned counsel for Union of India i.g.^ the

eppliccot in this case has referred a decisionin the case

of Municipal Corporation of Neu Delhi Us, Ganssh Rszak &.

another where the Supreme Court of India has given a common

dudgement in a bunch such petitions by its order dated ZQth

October, 1394 reported in Judgements Today 1994 Uolume-7

p-:e 47S. The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India has considered

tha scope and authority of the Labour Court to grant relief

in ah applica-tion under Saction 33-C (2) and observed as

fbilous- in pore 12:-" ' " '

"12. The High Court has referred to some of these

decisions but missed the true import thereof. The ration"

of these decisions dearly indicates that uhera the

very baais of the claim or the entitlemant of the

workmen to a certain benefit is disputed, there being

no sarlisr adjudication pr recognition thereof by the

employer, the dispute relating to entitlement is not

incidental to the benefit claimed and is, therefore,

clearly outside the scope of a proceeding under Section

33 C^2) of the Act, The Labour Court has no jurisdiction

to first decide the workmen's entitlement and then

.proceed to compuca tha benefit so adjudicated on that

basis in exercise of its power under Section 33 C(2)

of tha Act, It is only when the entitlement has been

earlier adjudicated or recognised by the employer

13• • • • • •
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and thereafter for the purpose of implementation

of enforcemsnt thereof some ambiguity requires inter-

pretstion that the interpretation is treated as

incidental to the Labour Court's pouer under Section

33 C(2) of the Act like that of the Executing

Court's power to interpret the decree for thepurpose

of its execution",

S, In the reported case, the Hon'ble Supreme Court of

India observed that the claim'of the workman in the matter

before them of daily rated, casual labourers there Is

no earlier adjudication or recognition by the employer

regarding their wages in any award of settlement. The

workmen's claim of doino the same kind of work and their

entitle rrent to the wages' at the sane rate as the regular

worken on the principle of 'equal pay for equal work'

being disputed, without an adjudication of their dispute

resulting in acceptance of their claim to thi^ effect,

there could be no occasion for computation of the benefit

on that basis to attract Section 33 C(2), The merd fact that,

that sons other Workmen are alleged to have nede a similar

claim by filing uJrit Petition under Article 32 of the

Constitution ie indicative of the need or adjudication

of the claim of entitlement of the benefit before computation

of such a banafit oould be sought. Respondent's claim-ie

not based onprior adjudication made in the ulrit Petitions

filed by some other workmen.upholding a similar claim which

could be relied upon as an adjudication ensuring to the

benefit of these respondents as well,
i*e, amployjies

10, The learned counsel for the respondents/has taken

us to para 15 of the reported case of Union of India Vs,

Presiding Officer (Supra), uie are not in full agreement

with the ras.'io laid down by the Dglhi Hj^gh Court regarding

• « ♦ 14,.
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the project in yhich the applicsnts have been engaged.

The employees i^hen e query '"Jas put to the learned

counsel for the employees TJniqn of India, have >

since been shifted from Delhi to other place of working

as casual labour Khelasi,, on certain other projects#

j1. The finding g'iven that the project in which the

applicants have been engaged i.s. C#5#T #(Const, ) is

of permanent nature cannot be accepted on the face of it#

jParmahancy d'epends on the circumstances and facts particular

tb a situation that may be permanent uithin one, two or

three years and cannot acquire permanency in the score ^

of years, Wersly because of deeming clause which has been

used will not confer a status of permanency on a project

.or on a eohstruct ion Work# De, thBrefore, respectfully

disagree with the finding of the Delhi High Court#

12., -Howsveri since there is already a circular by the

Railway Bosrd No.'61D6 dated 2Tst March 1974 which governs

the employment of casual labour on railway granting of

3ut hor is ed sea la of* pay to; cssuai labourers on completion

of nine inonths now four monihs continuous work/service#

The aforesaid circular is. quoted baldwJ"

"Serial No, 6105 - Circular No, 220-C/190-Vin
r, ; dated 21,3,1974.;

Sub;- employment of C-sujal Labour on Railway,
; Granting of Authorised Scale of Pay to

Casual Labours on completion of 9 months
now four months ccfntinuous service#

Attention is invited to Railway Board's letter
•No# PC-72/RLI-69/3C1 ) dated -^7-73 wherein the
Board while accepting the recommendation of the
Railway Labour Tribunal have decided that Casual
Labour other than those employed in the Projects
should be treated as tetnporary, after the expiry of
4 months odhtinubus e iftploymaht, instead of 5 months
as existed previously. It follow that it is the

• ••151



I -15 -

tha responsibility of the administration to brino
Labours who have continuously been

scale^of nav ^ months to authoriseddepartments CasuarLabours"be:n Trfugh?
&C;7.l.;::!vL5^;c:.r::s:.S
expir»^ord°moith°'' ff' Labourer onexpiry of 4 months attracts the provision of

understood ?hat in anestimates prepared by the Executive Officer

rat"n"ThiaTa"^n'°" C/L
f fl ° account of limited funds

sanctint^ a" ^la"sanctiontcd making provision for empldying
ara'^n^S k" of this Casual Labourer
"a =f Pora?ter

Board •s"^r'der:^%? r? d' J^o a
huthorit d Sn°?p h P^°^isdon would be made on
Casual Labopr'i®?p ^®rd.K^^^^ appointed on

"ria?

that no%aJL1^KboT"rp're:a'°nt"a'd' ftll
?ha%"t tufnf'?„'= oorni^g '
exnirv'̂ fjf h^r temporary Railway Servant on the
nerinH hp ^ Continuous employment for aperiod beyond 4 months*

only clarified that
Project are tS ^ ?"iployad in uorks other than
pH nr r.anr- ^ 9"en *uthorisBd Scaias ofy continuous employment of 4 months,"

This goes to shoo that the casual lahou "e?s Miraigul?,
a temporary status on eompletion of four months ftnd shall

be sntitled to the prescribed scale of pay or tt» scale of
pay preuelant at the rslpuant point of time.

I Contd,,..p/16/.
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13. No'u! the only question remains uhather the ^

employees, are in a project in construction or in

open line. Tor the open line the period of four

months is prescribed and for the construction work

the period of 350 days is prescribed uhich has been

upheld by tJ^ Hon*ble Supreme Court of India in the

case of Indsrpal Yadaw decided in August, 1986,

14; In uieu of the above facts and circumstances

we find that the order of Central Government,Labour

Court cannot be sustained and is, therefore, queshed

in all these cases and the claim decided infavour of
#

the respondents is set aside.

15, However, the case is remanded to the Labour Court

to decide the matter afresh including limitation and

jurisdiction. If the Labour Court comes to a decision

that the applicants heva been working in a Project and

not on the Jpen Line,ths order shall be passed by

them and the petition shall be disposed of accordingly.

If the Labour Court finds th t irrespective of the

Oudgement of the Delhi High Court referred to above that

the applicants are entitled to grant of temporary stalfus

only after 12o days in that case theissue will be decided

ontha basis of Circular No, 6101 referred to above.

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

of the claim of each of the casual worker/applicants

yhether at that relevant poinc of time such casual labourers

Were in continuous employment or have been getting

their salary according to prescribed pay scalas or that

they have been continuously worked without any break or

reasorable break as provided under the said Circular

of the Railway Bjard, in that event their claim should be

• *, ,17,,,
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decidud according lo ISuj,

A

16. 1] these s pplic : t'ions of Union af India ̂ re

allaJcd snd the Dudgenent of the L-ibeur Court is
is

qu'-shad end the caeo/remsnded to the Labour Court for

fresh decision in the light of the observation made in

the body of th- judgement, Nj costs, ^ copy of this order

be plTsed or .each file.

(^^gtlrSrTJGH) (3.F.5HARn4\)
ncn 3[:r(3)
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i- -{T5To 5pTf
,  K. L. SHARMA

'^i'lf-Tt/Court Officer ■
JjrfJfJM ■;

Ada>inf.tr.tfve TrituaJ
House.^5 R?«f7yNew DeUbi-llOOOl.




