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Order

Application (CA L22 lPlll2016) mentioned'

2. This is an application by some of the employees of R-1 company who want to be

impleaded as a party - respondents in the proceedings by invoking the provisions of

Order 1 Rule 10 of the CPC.
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3. We have repeatedly asked the learned counsel for the applicants that how in a

proceeding uls 24u242 of the companies Act 2013, employees would have locus standi

to intervene but we remain unsatisfied as no persuasive reply has been given except

arguing that it is in the larger public interest and in the interest of the respondent

company, We are not impressed with the aforesaid contention, Learned counsel has

failed to show any provision of the Companies Act, 2013 or any precedent providing

that employees are entitled to interuene in proceedings under Sec. 24L and 242 of the

Act.

4. The applicants lack locus standi, hence the application is dismissed'
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