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Registration(OCA) no. 558 of lﬁﬁ?f__
Versus | “

General Manager,N.E.Railway . Lo
Gorakhpur .esss Respondents.

Hon'ble D.S.Misra,A M,
Hon'ble G.S.Sharma,JM,

( Delivered by Hon'ble D.S.Misra)

In this application under Section 19 of the A.T.

Act XIII of 1985, the applicant has sought the quashiBQQ'L

?;%;  of the order .dated 14.5.1987 issued by the Div;sional i
%gfa; il Railway Manager(P) Izatnegar(respondent no.2) and the .i
f:é > gy order dated 25.5.1987 issued by the Assistant Engineer £
Ay e e South) N.E.Railway terminating the services of the 3
applicant. %

!

23 The applicant's case is that he has been warkiﬁg;ﬂ

as casual labourer for the last several years and has

been granted temporary status as well as C.P.C.scale;

e that his services have been terminated witheut fallfﬁ;”
the prucedure prescrlbed by para 2302 eof the Indiaﬁ ;1;;*'
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accordingly he has been black
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i Izatnagar for using
'f;. rajlwey administretlo
%;f;f  _that the services of the applicant has been terminat&d_ﬂ
! %%135 & - with one month's pa3y in lieu of notice; that an amwﬁﬂﬁji
. of Rs.861.84 ,i.e., one month's pay in lieu of nﬂticﬁ Li
hes been deposited back as the appllcant did not :hﬂf
t annexuren? te the applic#ti!n;
is denied and that th# 5
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alse appears to be forged and
applicant has nat'exhausted any ot
remedy available to him.' : - e
the arguments eof the l&ﬂrm
the dosum&ﬁkﬁfif

‘“14.' e have heard
counsel for the pérties and perused
earned counsel for the appli

verificatien rePort (annaxura G&'..

cant does not

record. L

contest the
claim made by the appliﬁ_ _
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not k’fﬂrkad umtr thg Rﬂil .; iy

labour yriar te 1,109681 aﬂﬁ hﬂﬁ

by producing ferged cocuments of ﬁaﬂiﬁﬁ__

1.1.'1981. We have considered the matt££+f7i

opinien that there has been no discrrmlnatiaﬁ 2

the applicant 2nd it is established that the ap“

obtained employment by frezudulent means and was hol

the post of casual labour on ac hoc basis in a puruiﬁ,_

temporary capacity. He has neot acduired any right te

continue on that pest. Regarding the termination af th&ﬂfi
cervices of the applicant, learned counsel far the :

applicant contends that he was entitled for retrenchﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬁf

benefit under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act.
This contention of the applicant 1is cont ested by the
counsel for the respondents, who has contended that
the services of the applicant were terminated under
Rule 149 of the Railway Establishment Code and he was
offered one month's pay in lieu of notice, We have |

considered the matter and we are of the opinioen

that as the services eof the applicantwere not termlnifnﬁ
by way eof retrenchment due to non-availability ot w&rk
but as terminatien simpliciter, he is net entitl#d |
to benefit under Section 25 F of the Industrial
‘Biaputas Act. The services of the appliﬁaﬂt hav&qs




_becausg he has no evidence in sup%iﬁﬁ
t+hat he had worked with the rﬁspﬂﬂﬁﬁnﬁg“i

For the reasons mentioned above, we

merit in the claim and ’E__'

opinion that there is no

is rejected without any order as to costs.
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