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CENT<AL ADMINISIRATIVE TRIJUNAL ,LUCKNOW DRENCH

LUCRNOW

Original application No. 73 of 1991

Chandrzma Singh and others Petiticners
. versus
Union of India and others Respondents.
|
Shri Faroogque ahmed Ccunsel for applicants,
shri sidharth Verma Counsel for Respondents,
Corzmg ‘

Hon, Mr. Justice UL, Srivastava, V.C,
Hon, Mr., K, Obayvs, Aém. Member,

(Hon. Mr.Just;ice U.L. Srivestava, V.C.)

The applieantjs, 4 1n'pumber. ‘after lossing the
case before the Labour Court(Incustrial Tribunal)., have ~
approached this Tr1%al praying that tbe award given
by the Industrial Tribunal may be quashed and the

selection list contained in Annexure No. VI be algo quashe

ard the respondents be directed to regularise the

services of the petitﬁom rs on the post of Cleaners.
|

2. As per allegétion the applicants h=v e begn working

as Cleaners in Loco Sheﬁ Faizabad in the pay scale of
s 750=950 since last 312«18 years, and f ew monthg and
as such they have attained the status of temporary casual
labour ond they have ioeen required to subscribe the G.P.F.

and ilvay passes were also given to them. They were also

called H r screening énc’. for ebsorption in the year 1982,
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anc thoy were successful in the screening. Medical

examination also took place,which according to them
was, Cone in respect of cleaners only. Dut instead of
sclecting them for cleamers, the responcents enpanelled
them for Fitter Khalasig, the work which they never

perfomed. According to the a,{:plicants, theyshould have

besn absorbed as Cleaner and not for the post on which

pedtlr they were working, nor asppokmte€. The matter
vas raised by the Traée Union lefore the &ssistant Labour
Commissioner, and the matter was ultimately referred to

the Central Government Industrizl Tribunal cum Labour

Court. The Labsour court came to the conclugion that
Tribunal should not interfere in the decision taken by
the Scicening committee and forwhat category of job
a person will be suitable, it is for the screcning —
Cormittes to decide, The applicart s have given instance

of one Prabhat Kumar Soni, who also faced selection
committee and the Railway Administration recormended

for bip eppointmert for Fitter Khalasil, though he was

Khalasi
originally as Fitter/a:d the Railway &dministration hasg

Ch enged his category from EXmsmexxts Fitter Khalasi to

Cleangke.
3, Although, we do not find any distigct feature

that the benefit ofthe same be given to tham. There ig
no denial that the applicantsg have been working as

Clecancr from the very beginning, their cases should heve

been considered for absorption as Cleencr.

4, The respondents are directed to consider the

case of the zpplicants even by way of screening having
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beecn Cone by scme other manner for the post Of .Cleaner
taking the case of the applicantsg at par with t he casc of
Prcbhat Kumar Soni. Let it be done within a perjiod of

3 months from the date of receipt of a copy of this

judgment by the respondents. No order as to Costs.

Pals giﬁé;gzgé’ Vice Chairman

LucknouwsDateds 30.,3.93.



