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f*- 	 2. 	The facts of the case as stated by the 

applicants are that the applicants were selected 

as casual labourers after being successful in the 

test heird on 20.5.85 and were appointed on temporary 

basis aS substitute En' ine Cleaners vide office 

order n9.186 dated 31 .85. The other co—employees 

were a o appointed by another order but suddenly 

the services of applic nt no.1 was dismissed on 

04.8.85 and applicant o.'2 was dismissed on 10.9.85. 

No noti e was served 	them before the order of 

dismiss 1 was passed. Other co—employees were also 

filed a writ petition in 

eafter filed a Special 

he Honsble Supreme Court 

of iiiiIndia,. The Hon le Supreme Court passed order 

on 22.8.88 directing 	e respondents to einpl 

three employees who w e removed as casual 1 bourer, 

The other co—employee•Sri Sita Ram Sharma a 

were alto filed writ 	tition before the Honible 

Supreme Court of Indi under Article. 32 of the 

Constittion of Tnaidi 	The writ petition is 

given the number 46 of 1989. Hon'ble Supreme Court 

after hearing the ath 	parties, passed an order 

directing the respona nts—railway authorities to 

consider the case of the petitioners for appointment 

to the post of Substitute Engine Cleaners against 

available future vaca cies in accordance with the 

Ruleswad on the basis of the order passed by the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, General Manager, 

N.E. Railway on 20.3.:9 passed an order appointing 

the petitioner of wri petition no.46 of 1989 as 

substitute Engine Cle ner. 

dismissed but they ha 

the High Court and th 

Leave pkition before 

a Others 
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3. 	T e grievance of the petitioners in this 

case is t at by an order dated 12.?..92 passed by 

Divisions Railway Manag r, Varanasi, railway auth-

orities ar discriminating by not appointing the 

applicants as Engine Cleaners. 

4. 	The counter .aff davit was filed in thi 

case, In the counter, 	is stated that the case 

of the petitioners is e Direly different from t 

persons for whom directi 'ns were liven by the H n'ble 

Supreme ourt of India. The petitioners never orked 

as casual labourer in th railways in any unit, there-

fore, the nuestion of gi ing them regular appoi tment 

does not arise. It is s 

appointee 

physical verification it was found that their working 

certificates were false. The matter was 14,al‘Rt.aken 

into consideration by t 	if are Inspect  or aria I  the 

petitioners were thereaf er debarred from servi 

It is further submitted hat Sri Site tam, M. G 

and Ranjit Chaudhari any Others had rendered se 

e. 

ri 

vi ce 

 

atea treat the petitioners were 
but 

vide office or er no.186 dated 03.5.88Lon 

in the railway in the Br ad—guage conversion as Casual 

labour but the petition s had never worked as casual 

labour, hence, the case f the petitioners is not 

similar*4 with those cas s in which the directions 

supreme Court of India. 

itioners being different 

ove, the petitioners were 

here applications aated 

eref ore, on the basis of 

the respondents, it was 

snare not entitled to seek 

were giver by the Hon'b 

Since the case of the p 

from the persons named 

given suitable reply to 

23.9.91 and 20.10.91. 

counter—affidavit filed 

stated that the applicar 

any relief s ought f or 



5,1 	The rejoinder has been filed. In the 

rejoinder, it is stated that the applicants ap eared 

in the written examination. It is further stated 

that it i wrong to say that the applicants winking 

certificate were found 

 

else and matter was inruired 

 

   

by the 	lf are Inspect or, 

6, 	Heard, the le ned lawyer for the applicants 

and learned lawyer for he respondents and have perused 

the whole record, 

of the applicants is that 

anted to S/Sri Site Ram, NI.Giri 

and Aanjit Chaudhari 
	was not given to them but 

in our oihnion the cas of the applicants is suite 

different then those a mentioned abov 	p 

the reli 

7. 	The grievance 

f which was g 

the respondents, the a 

casual worker prior to 

produced by the applic 

found false, It appea 

decided On 22.8.88 by 

Dlicants never worked 

31.1.1981 and the cart icates 

hts in support of work•ng, were 

s that in C.A.No. 3028 88 

o n'ble Supreme: Court of India, 

the direCtions have bean given to the respondents 

to employ 3 casual worker who were removed by the 

respondents. Similarl in writ petition no.46/89 

directions were given o the railway authorities 

by the Honible Supreme Court of India, to consider 

the cases of the petit oners for appointment to the 

post of substitute Eng 

-s, he applicants is not 

above. Ti,e applicants 

prow the f act that th 

ne Cleaners but the case of 

par with those, as mentioned 

of this case have failed to 

y ever worked, as casual worker 

and certificates produced by them, were genuine whereas 

the respondents have •ategorically stated that the 

	Pg.5/— 
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aoplicants never worked as casual worker and 

the certificates produoOd by them, were found false 

after inquiry made by 	if are Inspector. Therefore, 

in our opinion, the ap. icants failed to make out 

anyscase If or interfere s by this Tribunal. 

8. therefore dismissed the 	wit 

- - 	 no order as to costs. 

Member 	J ;  Member ( A ) 


