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U.A. No. 309 
	 1987 

TQAx 

DATE OF DECISION 16-4-1990 - 

hri Chandubhai & anOther 	Petitioner 

Shri B.T.Rao 

Versus 

union of India & Another 

Advoce for Ole Petitioner(s) 

Respondent 

ShriE.R.Kyada. 	- 	 Advocate for the Responaem(s) 

C()RA 

The Hou'He Mr. P.H.Trivedi 	 : Vice Chairman 

The Hon'hle Mr. N .Dharmadan 	 ; Ju1cia1 Membr 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgenient? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether theft Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the JudgemenL? 

Whether it needs to be cJrculated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
MGtPR.ND---i 2 CAT!36---1 



nri Chandubhal 
hri Babubhai 
/o.OffJce of the Executive 

Engineer (construction), 
J, 	 : Applicants amnagar  
(Adv. Mr. B..Rao) 

Versus 

UniOn of India 
Through: 
General Manager, 
Western Railway, 
churchgate, Bombay. 

Executive Engineer, 
(c-nstructiOfl), 
Western Railway, 

: Respondents Jamnagar.  
(Adv. Mr.B.R.Kyada) 

Corain z,  Hon'ble Mr. P.H. Trivedi 	: Vice Chairman 

FIon'ble Mr. N.Dharmadafl 	: Judicial Member 

0 .i./309/87 
ORAL ORDER 

Date: 16/4/1990 

Per: i-ion'ble i1r. P.H. Trivedi 	: Vice Chairman 

Heard Mr,B.T.RaO, learned advocate for the petitioners. 

He asks for time because he says that he has lost his brief. 

This cannot be a sufficient reason f9r giving adjournment 

t 	the request made on the very day' of hearing ipstd. 

Learned advocate for the respondents states that the 

petitioners A services have been terminated after giving 

due notice and compensation ,as required under the 

Industrial Disputes Act. The only other plea is regarding 

discrimination. It is found that t 	 $ifl para-4 
IN ' 

names of 9 persons have been stated ,who it is claimed, are 

juniors to the petitioners and who have been retained. In 

reply the rspondeflt has denied th4t juniors are retained. 

NO particulars of the nine persons either regarding their 

date of appointment or regarding the employment card number 

are stated with reference to which the respondents have no 

opportunities to deny them to )the facts of the case regardin 

discrimination. In the circumstances the plea of the  
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discrimination cannot be stated to have any merit. 

Learned advocate or the petitioners stated that 

the petitioner& nam3I been included in the seniority 
JJ7/& 

list. He is therefore 	an oppotunity to make a 

representation with reference to 	particulars and we 

onfident that the respondent be pass orders as merited 

in the ease according to the extnt ;u1s aric, instructiOnS. 

Subject to the above observations, we do not find 

that the petition has any merit and reject the same. 

No order as to costs. 

(N.Dharmadan). 	 (P.H.Trivedi) 
Judicial Member 	 Vice Chairman 
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