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These two applications are being disposed of together with 

the consent of the parties. The learned  Counsel for the 

applicants submits that the grievance of the applicats in 

both these cases are similiar. The applicants had worked 
49 

in both'th —cee i for sometime under the Indian 

Space Research Organisation (I.S.R.0) under orders which 

also indicate on what date their services will stand 

termj.nated. The applicats have opposed these orders of 

termination mainly on the ground that ISRO is an industry 

and the applicants are workmafl and that their termination 

is not thada in accordance with principles of law, particulary 

the Industrial Dispute Act. 

2. 	When the case came up for haring, the learned Consel 

for the resporthnts produced before us the decision of this 

Bench reported in Harshjit Thakkar Vs. Union of India and Os 

iggO LAB I.C. 154, in which this legal issue has been settled 

and held that the ISR' is not an industry. In this view of 

the matter, the learned Counsel for the applicant submits 

in fairneJ5 that the challenge to the impunged order is not 

maintainable and therefore, the applications are laible to 

be dismissed. However, he submits that the applicants should 

be permitted to make representations as they deem fit to 

the authorities concerned for reconsidering of their cases 

on sympathetic grounds. 

- 
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b 
3. We  have heard 	and perused the judgement and in 

the light of the judgement these applicationj are only to be 

dismissed because the Idustria1 Dispute Act eannot come 

to the rescue of these applicants as ISRO is not a, industry. 

h. Theref'ore,thse applications are dismissed, &weveJ 

we make it clear that this order will not stand in the way 

of the applicants in making any representation, 4.-f so advised 
I 	 I 

b the authorities concerned of the ISRO for the reconeati 
4-1 

of their cases on sympathetic grounds and in case any 

representation is made it will be open to the concerned 

euthorities to dispose mf itj in eccordance with law. 

No order as to costs Application3ift dismissed. 

Sd/. 
(R.C. Bhatt) 
?4ernber(J) 

Sal-. 
(N.y. Krishrian) 
Vice Chairman 

*RS. 


