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ORDER(CRAL)
iloii'ble iir, N.V, Krishnan. -

.. Applicants

..Respondent

Ws have heard the learned counsel for the

review appiicanls/rcspondenL Railways. MA-302/9b

has Leen filed for condonation of dely. MA-303/95

•|3 i'lled for exteiiding Liie tiiiie to implement the

jad'jement. In the view that we are talong, the H.A.

for condonation of delay is allowed.

2= One set of grounds urged to show thai

there are errors of-law apparent on the fdce of the

order sought to be reviewed is that we coiriiiiitted an

error in not following the iudgeiiienL of the Supreme

Court in Piara Singh^^ case (1992 (3) SLJ 3'1 (SC))

and Dr. Arundhati Ajit Pargaonkar Vs, State of

Maha:-ashtra S Ors.CSLJ 1994 (3) SC 8/). K is held

that an ad hoc appoinie: not sponsored by the

Lmp, oyment Exchange and who got entry through the

tM



i (2)

back door and was not eligible or qualfied has no

riglu Lo be regul arised >• Tlie mere fact that such an

i i-!' e 9 u1 a r a ppo i nt e e has r c nde r e d s o in e s t r vice does

not confer any right for rsgularisation. The other

set of grounds is that records are available to show

that the applicant 'was not fit for regul ari sat i on.

3. In so far as the judgements of tlie

SupreniG Coui~t are concerned there was no argument on

this basis. Secondly, we have rendered our decision

on the Pacts of the case brought to our notice and

those judgements have no application.

4. In so far as records are concerned, we

noticc from para 10 of . our order that the

respondents were directed to produce various records

to pi-ove their contention and despite having been

given sufficient time these records were not

produced and, therefore, adverse inferences were

drawn in respect of those matters.- It is in tliis

circumstance that the relief was granted to the

applicants.

5. We find that there is no erroi- apparent

on u!ie race of the judgement and accordingly R.A.

is dismissed.

6. iMA--30j/95 is also dismissed.

iOr. A. Vedavalli)
Member(J)

'San iu'

(N.y. Krislinan)
Vice-chairman(A)


