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ORAL JUDGEMENT

In this petition under Article 226 of t he

Constitution, the petitioner has chall enged the judgment
and award dated 20.5.1992 passed by the Labour Court,
Baroda in Reference (LCB) No. 6 of 1989 rejecting the
reference wherein the petitioner had challenged the



decision of the respondent Corporation deleting the
petitioner's nane fromthe waiting list for the post of
Driver.

2. The petitioner was a badli driver enployed by the

r espondent Cor por ati on bet ween Novermber, 1984 and
December, 1986. The petitioner was entrusted wth the
duty of driving the bus, but he was responsible for two
accidents within a span of four months. In view of the
same, the Corporation discharged the petitioner and
renoved his name fromthe waiting |ist.

3.1t is contended in the petition that no danmage
was caused to any person or property and the inquiry was
not hel d properly.

4. Considering the fact that the petitioner was a

badli worker and was not regularly appointed to the post
in question and that he was found to have comitted two
accidents in a span of four nonths, the decision taken by
the Corporation after holding an inquiry and the said
finding given by the Labour Court in favour of the
Corporation cannot be said to be illegal nor does it
suffer fromany error apparent on the face of the record.

5. In view of the above, the petition deserves to be
di sm ssed and is accordingly dism ssed.

Rul e is discharged with no order as to costs.

(MS. Shah, J.)
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