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When the case was called out none responded for the applicants 

ehave heard the id. counsel for the respondents and perus7 d thepleed-

lnçjs on record. 

2. 	This application was Piled jointly by 21' applicants seeking 

a direction to the respondents to consider them as regular employees 

w.e.f. 1.1.90 and also to grant them pay-scales as are given to the 

regular employees with attend&nbenefits.  The applicants hareiied 

"l the decision of the Madras 3ench of this Tribunal in OR 305 of 88 9  

ISouthern Railway Employees Co-operative Stores Workers Union -vs- Union 

of Idj5 & Ors, A copy of the  Madras Cench order dated 29.6.90 has been 

annexed. By that order Madras E3ench directed the Respondents Fai1ways 

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

of the Southern Railways as regular Railway servants and to give them 

the pay-scales  given to the regular employes u.e.f. 1.7.88. The applI- 

cents before us are 	the employees of the Met 2l and Steel Factory 

Co-operative Credit Stores, Rys and they are seek ing the benefit 

which Was granted to the applicants in OR 305 of 618. 
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3. 	The aolicants have stated in their OA that the order of 

the Madras 3ench which they are relying on was af'f'iremed by the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court. No doubt the SLP against the aforesaid 

order was dismissed by the Honle Supreme Court but it was brouht 

to our notice Wy the l, counselfr the respondents that a subse-

quent decision of Hyderabad Bench of the Tribunal relying on the 

aforesaid decision of the M9dras Oench was set aside y the' Hon'ble 

Supreme Court in the case of Union of India vs— J.V.Suiah,1996 

(i) SC SLJ 165. We have seefl that the c4ecision of the Madras Bench 

has been specifically referred to the aforesaid judgment of the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court and has been held as an order not sustainable 

in law. It is therefore clear that the decision of the Madras Eench 

is no loner good in iaw and therefore it is cler that the basis 

of the claim of the applicants in OR before us is no longer valid. 

CA accordingly fails and the same is dismissed without any order 

S to costs, 

(1MBE(A) 	 V —CHAIRMAN 


