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‘Shri S.Ray is stated to be ill.

A ned tO 9,1,1997 at qutesto
djour le\\,;.u,. g % :
MEMEBEER (ADMINISTRAT IVE) Qo
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Heard Shri C.R.Nandi, counsel i

for the applicants. There are 64 ;
applicants in this Application filed

under Section 19 of the A.T. Act.].985.§

who seek permission to puruse this !

cdse by a single application under ;

Rule 4, Sub-=Rule 5(z) « They are

permitted to file the application

jointly. Misc.Application 813/96 is

disposed of accordingly. J

el PY
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‘Heard Shri CeReNandi, counsel

for the applicants. The relief prayed

for in this application is to declare v,

the reduction of one day3 salary of

the applicants pedabes &0 1.1.1994 as

illegal and to direct the Respcndents |
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to pay the applicants e that one day's salary.

Serial )
No. of | Date of Order with Signature
Order Order
|
ee2 [9.1.97

All the applicants are the employees working
in the Production Shop at Carrijage Repairing
Workshop, S<E.Railway, Mancheswar. It is the
claim of the appllcants that on 1.1.1994, they
joined the “duties and worked in the office.
Their presence on 1.1.1994, it is submitted
can be verified from the daily attendance
register of the workers and the monthly
statement of the Shop Superintendent cof the
Production Workshop. The Respondents, it is
alleged arbitrarily followed the principle of
No Work No Pay and stopped payment of salary
for the aforesaid date. The applicants
presented a representation on 25.5.1996 to
the Chief Workshop Manager (Respondent No.2)
for setting right their grievances. The
Superintendent of the Workshop recommended the
case of the applicanmts. It is submitted by
the learned counsel that on an identical cause
of action in Os.A. N0,723/94 and O.2.No,3/95,
this Court allowed the claim of the applicants
therein and directed payment of salary whthheld .
for one day, viz, 1.1:1994. In spite of this

order of the Tribunal, it is sumted by the

titioners' counsel Shri Nandi; these 64

petitioners have not so far been paid the salary

withheld for 1st January, 19%.

In the orderdated 11.12.1995, passed-
by theésDivision Bench of this Court in O.A. Nos,723/94
and 3/95, the applicants' claim was held to be
justified. It is not known as to why the peritioners
were not given the same berefit on an identical
cause when this Court allowed the relief. In view
of this background, this Application can be
digposed of by giving a simple direction to the
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":..2 Dele97 Chief Workshop Manager, Carriage RepairinL
Workshop, S.<EeRailway, Mancheswar(Rese 2)|
before whom the representation dated |
254541996 is pendinge. !
Respondent No.2 is hereby directe:
to dispose of the said representation within -
three weeks from the date of receipt of this
order following the decision of this Cou
ih OAe Nose723/94 and 3/95 dated 11.12.1095 ‘
and redress the griegyances of the applicants.
If ke thinks that the applicants® case is
not similar to the Applications decided
by the . Division Bench of this Tribunal |
as aforesaid, he shall pass a reasoned an
speaking order after hearing these applicants

in person. |
Thus the Application is di.szposedl
t‘ of at the admission stage with the above %
directione. 53
Hand over @ copy of the order to
the petitioner's counsel. Orefer meo -2
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