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Laxrnidhar Patr, son of Rajakishore Patra, 
Vilicge- Taraboi, P. 0. 3atni 

Hadu Sethi, s/o- I,Ianguli sethi 
viliaje- Chqudanpr , 2.0. Goiabai, P.S. Tangi. 

Bdtakrishna Harichandan s/o- Pankaj Harichandan, 
Village- & P.0- Chatipur. 

Parikhita Pradhan s/c-. Krushna Pradhan, 
Vil1dge-Chandran'apatipur, P.O. Goiahai. 

Dhusasan Ranjit s/c-. Bira Ranjit 
Village- Brajamohanpur, P. O Khurda 

Railash patra , s/o- Pitabash Patra 
Vilige- Taraboi, P.O. Jatni, 

Rcighu Swain, s/o- Natha Stain, 
Village- Ahuajodi, P.O. Chhatipur. 

Krushna Chaira Gouda, s/o-Gola Gouda, 
Viii- Singharama, 2.0, Patiarnala 

Kurnara Panda, s/o- Panchu Panda, 
Viila2e & P.0- Panjorada. 

Dolia Pradhan , s/o- Bisuni Pradhan, 
Gunthuni. 

Laxniidha r Samaritsinghar, s/o-Barndeva Saatantsinghar. 
at/P. 0- Chhatipur. 

adan Chhuai Singh, s/o-. Gopi Chuai Singh. 

Suresh Pararnguru s/o- Naran Pararnagura. 

Jagera Jena s/o- Cheina Jena. 
Nos,12 to 14 are of villae- Dhuliarnuhan, 
P.0, Brajamohanpur, 

Nalu Panda s/o- Panu Panda, 
Benta, P.o.Khanura gada 

Baurja Arisal, s/o-Bisnath ArisalDhaulirnahan 
P.O. Brajamohanpur. 

Puma Bank, s/c-. uchhab Bank, 
NLIpetna, P. 0. Sasanhanipur. 

akhia ohual Singh s/o- Banka Chhual Singh 
Dhalirnohan , P. u. Brajarnoiianpur. 
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Ndravan Mertha, s/o- Banambar Mdrtha. 
S und.a rpur. 

Raja. Chhual Singh s/o- NatL Chjual Sing. 
Dhalumuhan, P.O. Braj amohanpur. 

Banker Nayak s/o- Sanatan Nayak, 
Gopinathpur, P. O.Balugaon. 

Yudhjstjra Behara s/o- 1aahah Behra. 
Saralsingh, P.O. Ba rediharikunda. 

Haeu Bahara s/o- Gouranga 	Behra, 
Chhakdipur, P. 0. BiriJari. 

Appl icflts. 

Union of India, represented through the 
General Manager, South Eastern Railway, Gaien Reach, 
Calcutta- 43, 

Divisional Personr 	fficer ,ôuth Eastern Railway, 
Khurda Road. 

 Asst. Engineer,South Eastern Railway, Khurda Road. 

 P.t. Inspector, 3outh Eastern Railway, Baranga. 

S.. 
	 Respondents. 

H/s Ganeswar lath & 2,1K. 
Mohapitra, Advoaes 	. 	For Petitioners. 

J:r. B,a1,Sr, Standing Counsel 
Railways) 	.0 

	 For Respondents. 

C 	b ¼.) 
c 	-. 	-. 	. 

.S.  

THE HON'B.E i'IR. 13.R. PATEL, VICE Q-IAIRMAN 

A N D 

E i-ICN'BLE MR. K.P.ACMRYA, 'UM•ll3ER ( 1jDIo:AL) 

Whether teporters o local papers have been 
permitted to see the judgment 7 Yes 

To be referred to the Reporters or not 7 P 
jhether Their Lorciships wish to see the fair copy cf the 
judgment 7 Yes. 
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JUDGI4 E1.T 

(J), in this app1iction under section 19 of the 

tdininistrative Tribunals Act, 1985, 23 petitioners seek to 

challenge the termination orders passed uneer Annexure2 

series ana pray for quashing the same. 

2. 	 Shortly stated, the grievance of the 

netitioners is tht the jtiticners had been appointed as 

casual lebourers in the south astern Railways or C. P.C. 

scele, vide order doted 24. 6.1987 contained in Annexure-2 

at-id their services 	having been tsrmin:.ted with effect 

from 21.1L.187, the petitiosicrs feeling aggrieved have carte 

up before this Bench witb a prayer to quash the order of 

termination an wit1; 	more prqyers mentioned below.They 

ore as follows :- 

'1) 	To quash the order of retrenchment as per 

nnexure-2. 

the termination of the anplicants after 

completion of about ioc.o days of work violated 

Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution. 

To direct the Railway authority to pay 

the applicants the salary to Class 4th 

employees as per the provisional of equal 

pay Class 4th employees as per the provision. 

3. 	 In theli counter, the Ojotc Parties maintained 

that the petitioners had not completd 1000 days of work 

ard therefore question of absorPing them on regular basis 
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lce eat 	lie.t is frtiier mui:e maintained by the 

eia 	:ri. tL t t'a rceeanch. ':t having been effected 

11 Ia 	ttV.L a a 	ad as s :sonal workers 

far a p eticular period end in the appointment order , vide 

nncxuro- 2 IL hs keen specifically stated that he services 

f the aatitiors wou.d come to an end on 21.10.1987 and there 

fore having acceath this offer1  automatically the services 

tpe 	etjtioers 	had come to an anton 21. 10. it 87. Hence 

the relief claimed by the ect:Lbiorars should not Ic allowed. 

4. 	 N have heard lit. Gaflesycr Rth, learned counsel 

fur the petitioners a 	lr. B. Pal, learned Sr. Stnding Counsel 

for the Railway dministretion at some length. lefore we deal 

with the prayer has. 1 and 2 quoted above 	for sake of 

coevoxiance w e woald like to first disp e of prayer No.3. 

on a reading as praiar ho.3 it cannot cC understood from the 

language emp±oyed en the seec portion of the prayer ziS to what 

actually the eritione 	mean to say and ciaem releef 

thereupn. 	in such circumstances, we hold that not only 

the prayer is vague b t not understandable and therefore, we 

camot hut Ic slow, to allow that part of the prayer. 

S. 	 Now we - repose 'Co deal with praye.r iJo.2. 

Thcro was no dispato 	:resentcd Lefore us that if 	particlur  

csual Lbourer has completed 	120 days of continuous 

work, ha is entitlea to temporary status and therefore we 

are req',irc. to find out whether the aetitionars had rendered 

service to Railways for 1000 days. A chart was filed by the 

arned Sr. Standing Counsel to indicate the period of work 
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rend era by each of the petitioners which 	not oniy perused 

by this Bench but by the lerned counsel for the petitioners 

ara nothing could be pointed out by the learned counsel for 

the petitioners/  that such a chart should not be accepted 

as corredt. 	mno has also been filed by the learned counsel 

for the petitioners tht such a chart was filed by the 

learned Sr. Standing Counsel • On a perusal of the said chart, 

we are of opinion that the allegation of the petitioners that 

they have worked for 1000 dqys cannot be accepted and therefore 

on this account, no relief can be granted to the petition:rs. 

However, we would direct tha departmental authorities to 

compute the period of service rendered by each of the 

petitioners and if they hod completed 120 days temporary status 

should he given to each of thern and the seniority list should 

e prepared anc as and when vacancy occurs cases of each 

of the petitioners ,accordig to the seniority, should be 

considered for giving regular appointments. 

6. 	 As regards the next prayer to quash Ajlnexure-2 

series, we find therefrom that the petitioners had been 

appointed as seasonai workers/ casual labourers on C.P.C. 

scale rate of pay upto 20.10.1987 and thereinit was mentioned 

that services of the mtiti-oners,stand terminated with effect 

from 21.1L.1.87.1his offr was accepted by the petitioners 

and after acce1 ting the oflur for a limited riod of worklk 

rendered by each of them it is no longer open to the petiticne 

to say that there has keen an illegal termination of services 

of the petitioners. Hence we donot find any justifiable 

reason to auash Ahnexure- 2 series and therefore, the prayer 

, of the petitioners on this account stands rejected. 
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Lastly it Was contended by Mr. Ganeswar ath, learned 

counsel for the petitioners that the PetitiQuers should 

he awarded compenstion under section 25 F of the Industrial 

Disputes Act. There being no prayer to theabove effect,we 

are notprepared to accept the contention of Mr. Rath and 

the sme stands rejected. 

7. 	 In view of the aforesaid discussion, we hold 

that there is no merit in the application which stands 

dismissed subject to the observations made by us regarding 

operation of seniority list . Parties to bear their own costs 

in the circumstances of the case 

L a rat,: 
S • • • S S S S • • S S S 	• S • • 

alember ( Judicial ) 

13.R. PATEL, VICE CHIRAN, 

S .•.S 55.••• •eS .55 •5S • 5 

Vice Chairman. 

Central AdmirJ,s t ra tive Tribunal, 
Cuttack wench. 

i4ercL 29, 198b/oy, SPA. 


