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GENIRAL AMINISTRAT IVE TR IEBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

MEW DEIHI
O.A. NO. 959/86 DB:IDED ON: 29.701993
Gulgb Singh ‘ea  Applicant
- ! Vse |
Unicn of India & Ors. C ees Respondents

C@ERMM :

THE HON'BLE MK: JUSTEE S. K. BHAON, V.C.(J)
THE HON'BLE MR. B, N DHOUNDIYAL, MEMBER {A)

Shri Malik B, D. Thareja, Counsel for gpplicant
Shri N. K. Aggarwal, Gounsel for Respondents

JUDGMENT (QAL)
Hon*ble Mr, Justice Se Ko Dhaon, Vo o=

On 8,10.1986, a notice was Issued to the petitioner
informing him that his services would stard terminated

weeefs 10411.1986, Immedistely after the issue cf this

‘notice, the petitioner sought protection of this Tribunal

on 7.11.1986 by means of this O.A. The Tribunal passed an
interim order directing the respondents not to interfere -

‘with the services of the petitioner, That order continues

i

till date.

24 A counter affidsvit has been filed on behalf of the

-respbndenrts. Counsel for the parties heard. Inpara 6 of

the O-As the materizl averments are these. The pétitioner
wés sppoimted as a casuel 1abc;u3: on 7.6.1980 by the Permanent
Way Inspector, Construction, Bhatinda at Hagpurs He coatimued
to work as a casual labouvr-and he cemplete_d 120 days ‘of
continuous working. He, therefore, scquired temporary status.
.In the reply filed by the respondents, these facts are not

X

de nied.
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3, Learned counsel for the respondents has very fairly
stated at the Bar that no qapér-tunifty whats cever was

afforded to the petitioner before the notice dated 8,10.1986

was issued. Ve have already recorded a finding that the
petitioner had scquired temparary status befare 8410, 1986,
In that situation he had the protection of the relevant
statutcry rules wmch erLde¢ that sane sort of imquiry
should be held befdre an order of removal from service

is passed. . Even the minimum requirement of principles of
naturgl justice has not been cbserved in this case., The
petiticnér was at least entitled to some sart of hearirg
before the authority came to the conclusion that he had,
in fact submitted o false certificate that he had worked

fran 1.11.1976 t0 13.7.1977. The notice is not sustainable.
I v cacvduin - YL' avuwvlbi 1ol

"4s The contention of the learned counsel for the p@titioner_

is that after aquirirg temparary status, the petitioner
should have been paid the same wsges which were being paid
0 the regularly employed labourers, | It sppears to us that
the petitioner is not being paid the ssme emoluments as are
being pai:d to the regularly eimployed labourers. We,
therefore, direct the responderts 1o compute the dif fererce
between the wages whith the petiticner has been receiving and
which he ought to have received in accordance with the
relevant rules. The resporﬁents.shall do so within a period
of three months from the date of receipt of a certified copy
of this arder. | -

5, With these observations, this applicatioia is finaelly

disposed of, No orders as to cosis..
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