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Tt T | RLALNGL72/91 in 0.A.No.1907/90 i
- SHri'baf&eén Kumar Vs, Uﬁion DFATﬁdia & Jdrs.
a .
R?ﬂuﬂo;73/91 in E,AAQQLLQQQKQQ
- Shri Raj Kumar Vs, Unioh of India & Ors.
i o , toowThe ébovEnoted"Revieu betitions have begh4
| Fi;edfbyathé abp%iﬁéh?s Shri Parves=n- Kumar and
| o ‘ Shri Azd Kumar in-the abovs D.As. ¢ .cidsd By a
’ ) N ) Commén?jud@émeht'bﬁfﬁE~2"1991,
i | 2a | _Eoth che H.As, arz taken togather, °.. :
' * . ( - as the same grounds have,beeﬁ téken, against
I .Ehe common_judgement'by ﬁh?Aapplicants of both
g e ‘the,anplie%%i@ﬁédggpjgo7/9@‘& DA 1904/90.
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3. Tha grisvancas of thé applicants in ths
- —_ - ! ) > P S — L. R R S U

shovenctad asplications is common onz that

although the juniors to the applicants, -even

thQQé;ghQ_hayé not been regularised as Class-IV

. ‘ employees, are still working as Class-TII1 yst

the spplicants have been picked-up Fos
[rh - _ r@uersiuﬁ-iﬂnillagal.mannepﬁﬁ,.N
- . R A 4o Both the Apglipatipné&héfé*dismiesed as
| davaid af mefiﬁ by the ;Fareﬁéid ardar dated
: : . .

14-2-91, The Tirst cround tax

5 by‘ula appli-
cants in both the R.As. is that para 59(I) of
the judgement given-by the Full Bench in

\ Jethanand case\has, not bean taken into account,
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nothe J.As, was thzat th

anplicants cannat bz

o]

revertted from adhoc promcticn of Matsrial

Chacking Clerk. In the context of the nresent

case it did not justify that the direction be -

issued tao the
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ra 2 undar Heading I.it is admi Sted by the
Patitionars that'the.fegular'selection haa still
to be held for the Material Checking Clerk. Thus
the Tribunal has pemysmedd considered the ratio
of the judgement of Jethanand case.

5 The othsr paoint taken under Headin
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that an adhog promotion dagss not conf

right of seniority., This fact-is not in dispute.
: v persons
The list (Annexure A=6) shoug the [/ working 38

o

"Material Checking Clerk and the applicantcra
8] () ,

much junior in the sams list. Only that fAAE
. 4 G

' has bean considersd in the right perspaoctive

by the Tribunal.

FA

_ 6.  Under Huucing IIZI,IV & V thars is clear
absérvation in . paca 8 _that the applicants did

not challenge_their position in_the list of
Class=IV (Annexure A-6) when the cause of action

- arose to them on thepromotion of sllened jwmniors

L8 <ham eveﬂizm_adhqg,basie as Material Chfcking

Dlsrk. This needsna furthar elucidationﬁ‘&:
7« A }he points raised in para .9 in Head VI &

VII are Fule couered in the Judgement and

B - o o ele borate reasans had already been given on Lhe

points raised during the course of the arguments
in D;A: Now fresh pdiqts cannot bz braught ins
e We do not find - d any error factual

or legal apparent on the facg of the judgement
orAahy auch_dmissiqn in the judgement or non-
consid rat on of any evidence available on

| . repdrd tojustifyrevieu under Fhe peovisions

o@ drder 47C.P.C.
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9. We find no force inthe R.is. and they
are are dismissed By.circulation leaving
the parties to bzar thcir ocun costs. A copy

be kept in .each file.
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( 3.p. SHARMA')‘\<\9I ( p.C. 3AI§X
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MEMBER (3) MIMBER(A)




