;fﬂivil Writ Petition No. J404/2001 has observed as underi-—

RATASTHAN FINANCIAL CORPORATINM
Ldyoo Bhawan, Tilzak Marg, JAIPUR-3I0ZT QOO

- -

Raf. Mo RED/F. Law-3/LPM/ 22/ 6011 Dated: 30 May.z003
CILRECULAR
{iLtit. 88 ¥
Sub: Impartant Couct Dacision - Jitandra -

Sankhla Vs. RFC & Labour Court, Jodhpur
(conwkidar case) '

In tha wmatter of Jitendra Sankhla Vs. Managsr, RFC,

" Jodhpur % Labour Court, Jodhpur in D.B. Special Appesal No.

170/2002, the D.B. of Hon'bls Rajasthan High Court whilse

"idismissing the appeal of Shri Jitendra Sankhla, chowkidar

against . the oarder of Single Judge dated 12.2.2002 in S.B.

{

“The appellant was employad as "Chowkidar" in  the

industrial unit, which was taken over by the Rajas-

than Financial Corporation under section 29 of the

Financial Corporation Act. After the unit was sold,

in arder to liguidate the debt which the loanae

owmed Lo the RFL, the services of the appellant wmare

tapminated. foce the unit was sold, the wack for

which the appellant was employed came to an end. In

the circumstanoces, the appellant cannot claim &0

have any rioh% in the post. The 1learned Singlse .
Juudne and the Labour Court ware snbtirely right  in

coming (o the conclusion that provisions of Section
25-F noaf the Industrial Disputas Qct wwre Aot

atbractad,."

Yo ars amare that Corporation is facing litigation in
the Aifferent labour courts filed by the chowkidars., Buide-
lines wmisrs issusd by the Corporation to regulate the security
arrangemant  on the units under possession with the Corpoca-
Lion.
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The oquidelines S0 jssuad found tenable as observad by

the Hon'ble Courkt bacause without making compliance nf provi-

sions nf Section 25-F of Industrial Dispubte Acth, the services
tapminated aof the choskidar was oot coasiderad illegal and it
sas observed that once the unit is sold, the work for sehich
the chowkidar was amploysd came to an end. Hence, the mhowki-
dar cannot claim to have any right on the post and the provi-
sions of Sscbion 25-F nf the Industrial Dispute Azt are not
attracted. ’ o :

Vou ars advised o circulate this judgament to all &he
advocates of your branch dealing the chowkidar matters and
also brief the case %o the DICs so that cases may be contest-
ed proparly by taking use of pronouncement enclosad herswith.

L

(T.P.VIMAL?Y
7 , EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Facl. As abave.

Copy to:1

1. Aall RDs/BOs/S0s i

2 GMWZY, TJodhpur/DBM(WZ-A%IY, Ajmer
3 PA to all BMs at HO

4. All DGM(FR)s at HO
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Sankhla son of Shri Nemi

gh the Legal Representativ'e

da W/o late Shri Jitendra

28 years,Resident of Inside Nagor Gate,

aii NQ,Z, Jodhpur
VERSUS

RESPONDENTS:

he Manager,

ance Corporation(City Branch),

Jodhpur

% The Judge, Labour court,

Jocthpur

AMENDED CAUS ETITLE

D.B. Special Appe

Rajasthan High Court

aggrieved of judgm

o

2092 passed 10
3604/2001 whereby
ui by Hon't

come to. he dismiss

B.S. Chauhat.

el e

al under Section 18 0
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D.B. SPECIAL APPEAL NO.170/2002'
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sie Dr. Justice
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'.,'.* p.B.CIVIL SPRCIAL APPEAL NO.170/2022

Jitendra Sankhla Vs. The Manager RFC & anr.

Date of order 28.4.2863

HON!BLE THE . CHLEE“JHEILQEAEEL,Aﬂlb;ﬂﬁi,ﬁlﬂﬁﬂ

HON ' DLE_MB.. JUBTICE. i, R, PANYAR

Mr.R.S.Salujn for the appecllant.
Mr.R.P.Dave for respondents.

This appoal i# directed againzt the ogdé

of learnad Single Judge dated 12th Fel . uaxry, 20672 ;

tn S.B.Civil Writ patition No.36@4/20681.

The appellant was cumployed ar "Chowkidar”

unit, which was t.akan over jby

: o {n the industrial ;
3 the Rajesthan Pinancial Corporation under section k
. . , ,
g' 29 of the Flnanclinl Corporntlon Act., After thn
% unit was aold, in order to ligquidate the dsbi,
W&waﬂm§ﬁ;m)w-w
8¢ i abich the lonpeea owed to the pye, the norvicen of ’ !
% 1 m : s ﬂ31nﬁ appellant were terminated. Once the unit weas
Q‘\ & ’A AR oty ?ﬂ
Y BX ¥ B f‘;old, ihe work for which Lhe appellant W
X R
Ty 9 “ﬂ
é % A . *‘émpto;ad came Lo Aan end. In the circumstancesn,
AR
:q§‘ 61-'3 ’T‘tgno aopellar\t cannot claim to have eny right in
é% {1o post. The learned single Judge snd the E
g o EOTIEES . :
i et nanyp Court were entirely right in coming to the .
N t
concluslion that provisions of mection 26-F of the- {
Industrial Disputes Act were not attracted. }

Accordingly, Lhe nppenl friln  and i

hrraby dismisnod. | .
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