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Unien of Indfa & OtRerS......... Asplieatits
N Versus -
Jagdish Prased YT Regpondent
B T
Registratien 0,3, Ne,11/8¢ (L)
Jagdish Presad Vs Unien of India & Otheis

HenJMr ,Justigee K.Nath, V,.C,

(By Hen.Mr Justiee K.¥ath, V,C.)

Original Asplicatien Ne,11/89 Jegdish Prasad
Versus Unieti of Ih}iia & Others was deeided by this
Bengh by judeement dated 2,5,90 wheredy the erder
dated 30,6.88 af the teminatien of services af
Jugdish Prasad was set aside and he was held te have

~eantineed in service threugheuts An erder of

reinstatement and payment af baek vwasas was passed
and the Unien of India and Others were given liberty
te take actien adainst Jegdish Presed in esccerdance
with law and, if negessary, after ewservance of

the principles of natural justice.

2. Jagdish Prasad was a Casual Labeur and
seught the benefit of Seetien 25.F of the Industrial
Disputes Aet and af the prinaijles of natural justiee.
Relevant facts feund in this regard Were.recerded

and the gase was allewed,

3, In this applicatien fer review, it is
stated that since the applieaﬁt was a Cesual Laseur,

\~_/\\:he question af reinstatement weuld fnet arise as
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that weuld depenid upen the availability ef werk,

was :said that the prineiples of natural justiee do
net asply begause Jﬁgii-bh Prasad had ne right te
retain the pest. It was lastly said that the Pestal
Departmerit is fet an Ihdustry as held by Supreme
Ceurt i the gase af Ban#alere Water Supply ang Severage
Baard Versus Unien of India, whege eitatien is net
siven Walwis We have 'earefuny gone threugh the

Ceview appueatien ang alse the centents ef the Mvmtmdu
review, We had reeerded eur view Why we feund the
appncam te e werkmah and the Pestal Department

te be Iiﬁdmgtry, ah‘d the entitlement of pretection |

of Sectien 25.F of the Industrial Disputes Act te
Jagdish Prasad. These matters cannet be reagitated

in @ review applicatien; they ceuld well be a

subject matter of appeal, |

4. The questien ef a risht ef retaining a pest
is whelly irrelevant se far as the questisn ef natur al
Justice is cencerned. The matter has been dealt with
in detail in the judsement under review. We £iné ne

reasen te depart frem the view taken in the Judeement.

The Review Appl; tion is dismissed.

GW Vice Chairman
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Datea the__ 25  June, 1991.




