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aMuh 5h siddi UI J.- This is bunch of ons havr'ng

common facts Vvhere petitioners have chalt(

passed by Sindh Labour Appettate Tribunal (:!LAT) dated .05.2011 .

2. Brief facts are that petitioners were emptoyed by rgspondent No.3

M/s Port Qasim Authority, which is a Corporation having no statutory

service rutes. Somewhere in Aprit 2001, the respondents taunched a

Votuntarily/Earty Retirement Severance Scheme. The petitioners availed

Earty Retirement Votuntarity Scheme on different dates, which were

accordingty accepted. The petitioners then received their emoluments

and financial benefits arising out of such scheme. The petitioners then

perhaps reatized that they might have taken a wrong decision, and fited

appeats before Service Tribunat, which abated by reason of Mubeenus

Salam's case (PLD 2006 SC 602).
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a votuntarity separation scheme, which was

thus they under the present circumstances

Learned counsel for the petitioners argued
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5. The argument that the scheme was taunched wit approval of

Board of Directors was not avaitabte to the petitioners now after avaiting

financial benefit. Once petitioners had enjoyed fruits of Votuntarity

Separation Scheme, they cannot come with this excuse that it was

without approval of the Board of Directors, particutarty after they had

accepted such scheme without any duress and/or computsion and as per

their own witt and wish. Besides it was ofd Scheme approved earUer and

re-taunched.

6. ln an order passed in the case of Syed Atamdar Shah v. M/s poft

Qasim Authority in Cp No.D,19Z4 of 2006, copy of which has been fiLed

atong with pretiminary tegaL objections fited on behatf of respondent
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7. Against the above order, the matter went to Hon,bte Supreme

Court and the above order of the Division Bench was maintained. The

conctusion drawn by the Hon,ble Supreme Court is as under:-
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9. Above are reasons of our short order dated 01.10

the petitions were dismissed.
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