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Court No.Z

CENTRAL RUMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL, ALLAHABAD

Registration U.A4.No,796 of 1987

Hori Lal and Others SO O Applicants
Versus
Union of Indig & Others,,.. Respondents

HDI"‘!.NI:.I:J l}{-ﬂgraual, J.W-

Hnglﬂr.K-ﬁb@xza,Wembaqﬁﬂ)

(By HDn.Wr.U-K-Rgraual, J.MM.) :

This application under 3ection 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 is for quashing
the orders contained in ANnexures 5 tg 7 dated 20.7.87
uhereby the applicants services as lToken Porters were
terminated on one month's notice and for a direction
L0 respondents tg consider the case gf the applicants
for absorption as class 1V eMployees wyith benafits of
Salary etc, as if their services have never bgen

terninated.

20 This is a covered Case by the judgement and
Order dated 25,7.91 passed in C.A. Npg,765 of 1987

Ganesh Singh and 3 others Vs, Union of India & Others, 1In.
short the fPacts are that there existed a non stztutory
canteen for the welfare of the Railyay employees in
Moradabad Bivision of Northern Railway. The applicants

1 to 3 (applicant No,7 has Since died on 30,5.90 and his
widouw substituted vide orders dated 10.9.90 on misc.ﬂppln.
No.892/90) yere eNgaged as Casual Laboups in the said
Canteen and yere made to work for seversl years. In the
yeéar 1385 they were called fop screening for absorption

a5 Token Porters and having been found Fit they were
€Ngaged as Token Porters individually undep different

atation Masters at different stations, In consequence
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entitled to the same benefits,

Se Before ye part, we may mention that 1N the

peculigr circumstances of the case the Bench in the

held to be illegal, the applicants should be held entit]gg
Lo the salary for the period for which they haye actually
Not worked. Wg hays glven our anxiocus consideration tg

the pleas raised by the learned counsel, It remains thg
Fact that therg yas an administrativeg error., The
applicants yere not employees of the Railway Hdministratinn.\
They were not entitled to be called for screening, However,
once they yere called for SCreening and fipally Selected,

it was not considered equitable to deny the advantage to
them, It yas in this viey of the matter that the
termination order Was set aside and the applicants directeqd
tO be reinstated, For these reasons Ue are also of the
vieu that the TeSpondents should not be saddled with the
payment of Salary to the applicants Ffor the period they

have actually not worked,

S We may also make a mention of the fact that
applicant No.q1 Hori Lal died during the pendency of the
Pfocceedings on 30.5.90. His widoy has been substituted

in his place,

7o For reasons stateq above, the application is

partly allowed and the order of termination of the
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applicants Services contained in letters dateg 20.7.87,

Annexures 5 tq 7 are quashed, The respondents are
directed to reinstate the applicants No,2 g 3 withinp

Che month from the date of receipt of
Judgemant,

We furthep
direct that the respondents Shall consider the case of

2 & 3 Ffor Fegqularization
applicable rules,

applicants Ng in accordance with
We Purthep direct that the widoy of
applicant No,1 shall be entitled to sych

OT other pecunia

oo J

L2 s, s e
Member (A)

Member (J) 2.7

Dated the 23rd Dctoher, 1991.

RKM



