
 

 

 

THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI 

 

 

WRIT PETITION Nos.17101 of 2002 and 17086 of 2002 

 

 

COMMON ORDER: 

 

 

Both the writ petitions a re d isposed  of by way of this c ommon 

order, as the issue ra ised  in these two writ petitions is one and  the 

same. 

 

 These two writ petitions a re filed  seeking  to issue a  writ of 

Certiora ri c a lling  for the rec ords c onnec ted  with I.D.Nos.80 of 2001 

and  82 of 2001 on the file of the 1st respondent and  quash the 

award  da ted  10.4.2002 passed  therein and  c onsequently to d irec t 

the 2nd  respondent c ompany to reinsta te the petitioners into servic e 

with full bac k wages and  other benefits. 

  

Heard  Sri Vedula  Srinivas, lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioners 

and  Sri V.B.Subramanyam, lea rned  c ounsel for the 2nd  respondent. 

  

For the sake of c onvenienc e, the fac ts in W.P.No.17086 of 

2002 a re being d isc ussed  herein. 

 

It has been c ontended  by the petitioner tha t he was 

engaged  with the 2nd  respondent c ompany during  the year 1989 

and  c ontinued  up  to 2001.  It has been further c ontended  by the 

petitioner tha t without fo llowing the p roc edure, his servic es were 

termina ted . Cha lleng ing the same, the petitioner filed  I.D.No.82 of 

2001 before the 1st respondent-Industria l Tribuna l-c um-Labour Court, 
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Visakhapa tnam. The Labour Court, vide orders da ted  10.4.2002 

d ismissed  the I.D.  Cha lleng ing the same, the p resent writ petition is 

filed . 

  

Learned  c ounsel appearing  for the petitioners had  

c ontended  tha t while termina ting  the servic es of the petitioners, the 

2nd   respondent had  not fo llowed  the p roc edure as c ontemp la ted  

under Sec tion 25-F of the Industria l Disputes Ac t. Learned  c ounsel 

further c ontended  tha t the Labour Court ought to have c onsidered  

the c ase of the petitioners and  granted  reinsta tement with 

c ontinuity of servic e and  bac k wages. Learned  c ounsel for the 

petitioners a lso c ontended  tha t the petitioners a re poor workmen 

and  juniors to the petitioners were c ontinued  in servic e while 

termina ting  the servic es of the petitioners. 

  

Learned  c ounsel appearing  for the 2nd  respondent c ompany 

had  c ontended  tha t sinc e there was no work, the servic es of the 

petitioners were d isengaged  and  no juniors to the petitioners were 

being  c ontinued . Apart from tha t, the petitioners had  not 

c omp leted  240 days of servic e and  henc e, the question of app lying  

Sec tion 25-F does not a rise and  the writ petitions a re liab le to be 

d ismissed . 

  

Considering  the submissions made by both the pa rties, this 

Court is of the op inion tha t sinc e the petitioners had  worked  for 

more than 10 years with the 2nd  respondent, ends of justic e would  

be met, if a  c ompensa tion of Rs.20,000/ -  is pa id  to eac h  petitioner 

in lieu of reinsta tement. 
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 Ac c ord ing ly, these two writ petitions a re d isposed  of d irec ting  

the 2nd  respondent c ompany to pay a  sum of Rs.20,000/ - to eac h 

petitioner in lieu of reinsta tement. No order as to c osts. 

Misc ellaneous petitions pend ing , if any, sha ll stand  c losed . 

        

                    

___________________________ 

                  ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI, J 

 

Date: 12/ 10/ 2018 

lkv    

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


