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0 !! D E 

A.M. 

When the case was called• out none responded for the app lic ants 

We have heard the id. áounel for the respondents and perus,ad the rlead- 

ings on record. 

2. 	This application was filed jointly by 56 applicants seekin 

diret ion to the respondents to consider them as regular employees 

w.e,P. 1.1.90 and also to grant them pay-scales as are givoi to the 

regular employees with attend.penefjts, The apijcants h-reljed 
ia 

on the decision of the Madras bench of this Tribunal in 04 305 of 889  

Southern Railway gmpioyees Cooperatjve Stores Workers Uniori -vs- Union 

of India & Ors. A copy of the Madras Bench order dated 29.690 has been 

annexed.Ny that order Madras I enOh directed the Respondents IlRailW2YS 

to treat the employees of the Railway Employees Co-operativ4 Stores 

of the Southern Railways as regular 4kA Railway Servants and to give them 

the pay-scales !ien to the reNular employees w.e.P. 1,7.88. The appli-

cents 6efore us are akw the employees of the Metal And Stel Factory 

Co-operative Credit Stores, 	 nj they are seeking th,e benefit 

which was granted to the applicant8  in OA 305 of 88, 

4•. - 



—: 	2 	; 

3, 	The 
4p1ic8 have stated in their 04 that 

the order or 
the madras Bench which they are relyinq on was aPfirmed by the Hop'b. 

Supreme Court. No dOubt the SLP a!aiñst the aPoresaid oder was dj

3_ missed by the Hon'1e Supreme Court 6ut it was brou 
by the id. Co 	 qht to

" Our flOti0unsel for the 
resofldGflt8 

that a SUbsequefl \. 
sion of Hyderad Bench of the Iriunal relying on the afores 

of the fadr3 Bench was set aside by the Hon'hle Sup 
	1ourt 

d decjsj0 

n the me  Case of Uj 	of Ij —V 	
øV5Uba12h 1996(1)SC SLJ 16, We have 

seen that the decision of the rnadras 19ench has been sPecicaj1y 

referred to the aForesaid judment of the Hcn'1
9  5upre9 Cburt 

and has been held as an order not sustain a1e in 1 , It is 

therefore 'clear that the deojgj0 of the 
	

dras Bench is no 1ner 
goo  iv, 

law and therefore it is clear that the 
	

sjs of the claim of the 

the same is dism 
Cents in OR beCere us. is no longer valid OR aCcord Lnly Pajl and 

issed uthut any order as to costs. 


