
BEFO .E THE O'1TL 	:LiISTR-TIV TIBJL 
BQBAY BElCH 

O..265/83. 

(I) Chandrakarrt Tu1:rar GoJse, 
Gangaram.3rv.Jai Chawl, 
Ladisile, rshoknaqar, 
'kola. 

Jagdish Baburao ddfll, 
Panchshil Nagar, 
i(harab ioad, 
r¼kola Tao.&Dit 

kolà.. 

Nanideo Tuuran Patil, 
Ashoknaar, 
kotf ile, -..\;/3  s -t I Crawl, 
ko1a. 

4) Pratap Ha;rao, 
i-kbarplots, 
'-kotf ile, 
i-.ko1a. 

. r'i:'ljcant in 
C.- .26 5/88 

pC.licant in 
O. .266/88 

. rmppliint in 
O.-t .267/88 

-pnlicant in 
O.. .633/88 

vs. 

(i) .Chif Sial lnsp::ctor, 
Central a1l-:3v, 
t\kola, 
Tq. 	Dist. ikol2. 

(2) Dlvi .L3i1ay ariaqar, 
Central ai1wav, 
Bhus3val. 

() *jnion of India 
t hr o u C! ii 
General anacer, 
Central Rail:tay, 
Bombay v.T. .. Resondeni in 

ll the above 
four a:cliJt i 

Corar: Hon'hleSiirj Justice U..Srivastavs, 
Vice—thai r.an. 

iiori'ble Shri .Y.Prio1kar, 
iember(r) 

rppa.a:a nces 

l• None or the 
.-pp1icarits. 

2. 	r.J.G.Sa:ant 
for the 
espondent s. 

OL 

 

Ti 
Per 

s identical c3uCSti0flS a-e 

in all ±he;e a:lictiOnS they ae hin di'- 

tOetiier. 



2. 	'-ll these apr icants were apointed 

as. n- ontly' re-ted casual labour on various dates fron 

the year 1979 and they were reui ed to do the work 

of maintenacce of signals and the work which has been 

assigned to them is a permanent nature, a fact which 

hs not been disputed. It appears that the applicants 

appointment were discontinued from time—to—t ime and 

they were depended on the snctin received and they 

were continued to work like that for several years. 

In the m-an-time they were also madically examined. 

Iowever, by order dtd. 3-3-1987 their serviées were 

discontinued. 
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The aoulicjnts bein aggrieved 

auproachad this Tribunal sttin g, that when they 

attaine: a particu1a-  status their services should 

not 	t hve been terminated without bol:ino any 

enaulry tht too in ulolatlon of CCLLOfl 2—r of 

Industrial Ji utes ct and that their uniors 

were retained yet the applicants service were 

terminateci. 

The respondents have resisted their 

ciai. sayini that aithouch they were ao:ointed s 

:nori-tht rated a s al labour but the osts .ere 

sanctioned off and on. It has been ad::jt- eci that 

the new persons or persons who were apoointed 

subseouen±ly has been retained in the s erv±ce. 

For tn1t the exolanatien is that they ae 	 :bers 

o 	a 	ac entj±1e. - ne 0 C e r  ra 

and those i- o were appointed are either S/' 	or 

fro specidi cuota. This duct ekes i c1r 

vccanca?s uer,  there ani 1erco 	a 

at.e: the ter:irtion of service of 	it 

ltou- h the COTlicants were no entitle L 

as defined under Sect ion 2—F of the- in us 
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Disputes Act but the compensation could have been 

paid but the same ha;nbt;bééci paid. But on that 

event termination order cannot be said to be invalid 

in view of the fact that sdnction was not available. 

Even it could be said that the of course no notice 

were required yet the W mination terms of section 2—F 

were not followed which makes the termination order 
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invalid but the applicants cannot get the post 

autom3tical1y as ike  sanctions were not received 

for the said posts. The work x is of permanent 

nature and appointment aQainst the post xix>tx 

subsequently made obviously must have been made during 

thse years. Thus accordingly these applications 

deserves to be allowed in part inasmuch as in case 

the persons junioi to the apalicnts were retained 

in service or new ap'ointTents were made the aoplicnts 

shall be reinsta ec back in service within a period of 

two months but not in preference to any seniors and 

in that event if they are continued in service they 

will not get any bacwaaes for the said period. 

These four applications are discosed off accordinqlv 

with no order as to co±s. 	
I 


