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SUBJECT:- :VorwardinQ of copies of the Oraes passed by 
the Central Administrafive Tribunal,Bangalore. 

-XXX- 

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of the 

ORDER/TAY-URDER/INTERN—flPATERj, Passed by this Tribunal 

in the above mentioned application(s) on 22 O'7 34 

DEPUTY REGISTR Ai  

JUDICIAL BRDNCHES. 



I CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCHIBANGALORE 

APPLICATION NO.746/1994 

DATED THIS THE TWTYSECOND DAY OF 3ULY9  1994 

Mr. Justice p.J(. Shyamsundar, Vice 'Chairman 

Mr. T.V. Ramanan, Member (A) 

The Assistant Engineer 
Microwave (maint.nancs) 
Kajubhag, Karwar. 	 .... Applicsnt 

(By Mr. M.V. Reo, Advocate) 

Vs. 

Mr. Planohara T. Deshandari 
at & Pog Divgi, Kumta Tq. 
Karwar District, 
Uttare,(urnatek&4481 343. 

The Presiding Officer 
Central Govt, Industrial 
Tribunal cum Labour Court 
Gandhinagar, Bangaloze-9. 	•1s Respondents 

(By M. N.B. Bhat for R-1) 

ORDER 

(Mr. Justice P.K. Shyamsundar, 	 - 	-' 
Vice Chairman) 

- 	 This application is on behalf of the Maistant 

Engineer, Microwave (Maintenance), Kajubhag, xarwar, who was a 

party to an award passed by the Industrial Tribunal on a 

referenc, made to the said Tribunal by Government in connection 

with a dispute raised by a pazdoor (the first r.spond.nt herein) 

p 	
alleging termination of his services in contravention of the 

r.quirementa of law0 Before the Tribunal the department 

contended that the services of the workman came to be terminated 

All 	because of paucity of funds and with a view to economies on 



It 

expenditure0 It was also urged in the written 

statement fi1d before the Industrial Tribunal by the 

applicant herrnin that the said Tribunal had no 

jurisdictione ilowever,, as seen from the order of the 

Industrial Tribunal (Winexure-Al) t 	the applicant 

herein did not press this issue in the course of 

argument4bef'ore the Industrial Tribunal. 	On the 

'question of the tsrmin$tion of the workman's services 

both sides led evidence and on that baei3 the Industrial 

Tribunal came to the conclusion that the workman who 

had worked for more than 240 days and could not, therefore, 

have been axed without following the procedure laid down 

in Section 25-f of the Industrial Disputes Act. This is 

what the Tribunal says 

The 1 party workman has worked for 
240 days as enshi'ined in Sec.25.-13(2)(e)(ii) 
of the J.D. Act. Sec. 25-F says that no 
workman who has been in continuous service 
for not less tha6 1 year shall be retrenched 
by the 'employer untili- 

the workman has been given one 
month's notice in writing 
indicat•in the reasons for retrench-
ment and the period of notice has 
expired, 

the workman has been paid at the 
time of røtrenchment, compensation 
which will be squal to 15 days 

'average piy for every completed 
period of continuous service or any 
part therof' in excess of six months, 

notice in the prescribed manner is 
served on 1 the appropriate Government0  

Taking the £X.i1e1 satisfies the condition 25-F 
(a), it in, abundintly clear that two other 
conditcns prece4icnt to retrenchment, viz., 
25..F(b) and (c) have not been complied with. 
I am of opinion that the termination of the 
servic!s of the I party workman without complying 
mandatory provis4ons of 25-F of the I.D. Act 
cannot be susteiied. " 

. . . . 3/.. 
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Thus, there is no dispute that the respondent.1 

had worked for more than 240 days and he is entitled for 

relief. The question then arise whether the employer 

could without recourse to the procedure enjoined under 

Section 25—F of the Industrial Disputes Act remove the 

services of the workman. The respondent is a workman 

as held by the Industrial Tribunal, an aspect which 

requires no debate. It becomes evident that his services 

were terminated without taking recourse to the steps 

enjoined by Section 25 	of the Industrial Dispute Act 
It— 

which lays down the procedure for taking such steps. 

We find no reason or ground to interfere with the award 

of the Industrial Tribunal. Hsnte, we reject this 

application. No costs. 

(T., RANAN) 	 (P.K. SHYAt'SUNDR) 

MEIIBER(A) 	 VICE CHAIR1'N 

MAIM18;. 
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