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DATE OF DECISION 2-9-1994 

Mr. A.J. Shastri, 

Versus 

Union of India & Jthers 

Mr. Akil Kureshj, 

Petitioner 

Advocate for the Petitioner (s) 

Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. K. Ramam:orthy, Adm, Member 

The Hon'ble PjIjç Dr. R.K. Saxena, Judicial Member. 

JUDGVENT 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment ? ) 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? 
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Vaghadia iagji iidfljj 

Vaghela Ehupct Ehana 
3,, Daki. Mira Mana, 
4 	lci1OCh iazjr Yusub 

Thantilat Parbat 
Ramesh Purshottan 

ll C/a S.L.0.P. 
Veraval 	 ApplicaTlts 

Ell 	advocate 	Mr. A.J. Shastri 

Vs rs us 

The Union of India, 
(iotice to be servet through 
Divisional Engineer, )ffice of 
Telephones, Junagadh). 

.D.O. (Piories) 

	

Veraval, Dirt. Junagadh. 	 Res0ondents. 
dvocate 	r. Akjl Nureshi 

DRL JUUGMET 

In 	 Date; 2-9-1994 
C.-.. 276 f 1990 

ier iMn'blo Dr. R.i. 5*xena 	 Member (J) 

This aoolicatiori has been filed by SerShri 

VaghM:ia •Jagji Maciji, Vaghela Ehupat Dhana, Daki Hira Kane 

Ealoch Mazjr Yusub, Shantilal Parbat, Rmesh iiirshottam. The 

applicants are casual labourers aorking under the respondent 

No.2 k  ccoriIing to their contentionethey  worked for rore than 

1400 days but they got information about their seiices being 

terminated. Therefore, they approached this Tribunal seeking 

. . 3. . 



declaration that the intended actiun of the rssocedents is bad 

in law and therefore the same be juashed. Eesides, thee should 

be directed to be regularised. 

The resuondents contested th. case and it was averred 

that except the applicant No.5 other applicants hae completed 

240 days before filing this alication.It is also averred that 

the applicants s imoly moved thiT applicati: n 	f ap rehending 

removal. 

e have hard the 1arned co nsel for the ap licants 

and the respundents. 

Shri -tkilKureshi, laarn:c counsel for the res ondeit 

made statement on bar tht the applicants 4ould not be 

removed from service unless the erocedure laid down under the 

low1was followed. The learned counsel for the ar,plicants 

stressed that their regularisation be made but in view of the 

law laid down by i-Ion'Lle Supreme Court in the case Madhyarnik 

Shjjcsha Parishad Vs. .nji Kumar Mishra, 1994 Lab I.C. 1197 (3.) 

it canoct be acceced to because it has been held by the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court that the formula. of 240 days is not meant 

for reularisation but is tsee that retrenchment is not 

ordere6 witheut following 	OrOCeura. 

5. in view (.f these facts, we do not find any uerit in the 

case cad the application is therefore rejected. 

(Lr. 	 Ramarnoortny) 
Member (J) 	 Member (A) 


