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a JUDGMENT

o
|

"fhese tuo‘ap§1icat;9ns are f;ledeche uquméh
~and the ménage%ent respebtiVely égéin#t the §a@e
impugnéd‘ordeg dated,12th Dedember, 88 of £Hq Induétriél
Tfibuqél,aﬁilén in ID.5/1987. Thérgfore,?héy uéré
héard"tbgether and'are'nou being dispoSed:of,bQ fhis
common judgmént.

.2;1 Cértain benefits ueré claimed by the applibaﬁtS‘
in DA 403/89, reref;gd to,herein.as'the_pbrgmen, for
short, and the respondents therein, referfeﬁ fo herein
as the manégement, fér shoft, did hot accede to thosé”‘
demands. Thé workmen, therefore, took up tﬁe métfgr
before the High Court of Kerala in 0P 4554/82. It is
vadmitted‘that this petition was allowed by the High Court
.andfthe Uniﬁn of India rep;esentéd by the:Ministry of
_Industriél Developmént was directed to refer the dispute
..to the Industrial Tribunal, Conseguently, F;ve issues j*gf
as Foilbus were r eferred to tﬁe Industriai Tribunal,
ﬁuilon for adjudication.

s 1. "Whether the Director of the Government of India
- Production Centres, Ettumanoor was justified in
fixing 36 Helper mistries recruited- in 1971=-72
as mistries at minimum of the scales 110-155
after one year of their service in the lower
scale, of whether they should have been given
a higher start in the scale as per their appointment
orders? ‘ o

If so, what Should be their initial fixatioh‘in
the scale 110-155 and consequent éntitlemeht?"

- 2. . Myhether the#ﬂiétriés under ﬁheuDiféﬁﬂoé;;EéVetnment
~ & of India Prodwc tion Centre, Ettumanogr should be
provided with promotional opportunities, .and if so,

what should be the proportion of ‘higher posts,the

o scale of pay and the Criteria/conditions for




s
3 "WUhether the demand of Helpers under. the Director

. Government of Indig Production Centre, Ettumanoor
for quasi-permanancy, confirmation, provision of
uniforms, gratuity, pensdion and other service.
benefits applicable to regular employees is legal
and justified? If so, to what extent and subject -
to what conditions®™, '

LS

4 - "Whether the action of the Director, Government .

' -of India Production Centres, Ettumanocor in none
reqularisation. of the suspension period from 15.2.74
to 14.7.74 in 'r/o. Shri G Bhaskaran, Helper, after

“he was re-instated and Furtheﬂ non=-payment of uwages
to him is in order? If not, to what relief the

concerned workmen is ‘entitled ko M '

5 "Whether the demand for payment|of bonus to the
workmen of the Production Centre, Ettumanocor ‘
under the payment of Bonus Actl, is justified? If
yes& to what relief the said wprkmen are entitled
to? : P :

2.2 After hearing the p'a;t/ies the Industrial Tribunal

“made -its award dated 12th December,88 (Anngxure A in DA

403/89) here'inaf‘ter» referred to as the 'Au}ard'.

3 We first take .OA 403/89 filed by the workmen.

. The workmen in‘this applicatibn are»agggievéd Ey the

Auvard felating to the first issue and b* a poﬁtion of

the Award on the Zrd:185ue in so‘rarvaé it felates.to

thé demaﬁd'?or the provision bf‘v_unif‘brhw;f

4. Issue No.1 has been\fcbnd'againsgethe workmen

by the Tribunal onlthe grouna:that in ID 3/?4 and ID 27/74

before théblndustrial Tribunal,'Madrés, tﬁe'points involved
. /.

'  in this issue have already b;en ansugfed'against the

luorkmen. it is also stated that findih§s of fhat fribunal

héve béen confirméd by.ﬁhe High Court of Kem la as per

Exbt.M? and M8 judgmen‘ts though, it is adénittm that an

appeél is pending before tﬁe Supféme Court. The managemeﬁﬁ R

"'contgnded that in'thg light of these judgments the uarkménil?

are not entitled.to ény_reiiéf in tespect of Issue No.1.

el g
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5 This wvas countered by the workmen wh o took the @
plea that the Management did not raise this plea either
in their'counter statement béfore the Tribqnai nor at
the time of recarding of evidence as will be evident from
the Auard.itself. Nevertheless, the Tribunél has come
to the coﬁclﬁsion that the High Court of Kérala has
finally decided this issue against the Union as per
Ext.M=8 judgment.
6 The learned counsel fop_the workmen also submitted
that the issue involved in the Auara made by the
Industrial Tribunal, Madras was slightly different. That
can be setter understood by refering to the relevanf
para of the abpointment order dated 4.12.71 (Annexgre-B)

which is produced belou:

" The Director, Ppoduction Centre, Ettumanur is
pleased to offer Shri Raveendran KS a temporary
post of Helper Mistry in the Government of India
Prodw tion Centre, Ettumanur on a pay of Rk 75/~
(Rupees seventy five only p.m.) in the scale of
Rs 110~-3=131-4~143-E£8-4-155/- after seeing his
performance for a few months. He will be entitled
to draw dearness and other allowances accordlng
to the Central Government Rules".

He submitted. that before the Iﬁdustrial Tribunal,Madras
the workmen had contended that the Director, Production
Centre, Ettumancor was not g%% competent g%%hﬂfi%? to
appoint the workmen on the pay scale of R 75-95 as Helper
Mistry, even though'they had been r ecruited to the posts
of Mistry on the scalg of R 11d-155. It was this plea
that was not accepted in thé earlier case before the
Indqsfriél Tribunal, Madras. In the present case the
issue is different. The uorkmenAdid not éhallenge fhé

U/- appointment order. They have accepted the position that

.e5
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they have been proberly adpointéd as Helper.Mistry

~on the pay scale of Rs 75é95. The;:only demadd that
dhen,'after ébodt a'yedf, they.were appointed a;
Mistries voh the pay scale of 110-155, they dhould be
given a hidher start in thét scale as prdmised in the
Apnexure-B, instead'of being given the minimum of
&\i10/-. This dcmand is based on the ferd stxpulated
1d the appointment order 1tselF reproduced.above viz
'ée uill»be given a higher start id the Scaie of

Rs 110'155"f The plain meading of this sentence is that
in consideration of t he employee Having worked for
about an year in a lowver pay scale,fhisypay in the
higher pay scale will be fixed at a stage higher than
;thminimum. .
7»1“ ' e have heard the learned counsel for_fhe
mandgement; lHis’plea is that the said term is complied
uitH uhen the pay scale of R 110-155 mmdérénted 8esides,
pay‘in the higher Pay scale could be fixed only at the
mlnlmdm of B 110/~ because the workmen were drawing

only s 75/= in the louer sdale at that time. There

was no other assdranCe in the appoidtment order,

8 We have codsidered this matter. It is no doubt
true that an issue based on the Annexure B appointment
order dated 4.12,71% had al;eady b een decided by the
.Industrial Tribudal, Madras in ID §/74 and ID 27/74 and
the isdue now raised, if it ié different ought ?o have

been raised there. The Awards of that Tribunal were

eeb
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subsequently confirmed by Exbts. M7 judgment dated
8.11.76 and Exbt.M8 judgment dated 5.7;77 of the High
Court of Kerala in OP N0.4228/75 and Urit Apped Now
83/177 respéétively,‘and hence a plea.of resjudicate
or constructive rfsj;dicata ‘can.be raised. But wé‘

\ .
are of the vieu that plea cannot be raised now nor

ik ‘ 1
could jhave been_r%ised baefore the third respondent i.eey"
. _ ‘ .
|

“the Iﬁdustrial’Tribunal Quilon. For, we are of the
v;eu that the Uni;n_éf India should haye t;ken this
plea before the High Court when the workmen filed 0P
No.4554/82 uherein,ul:timately‘the High Cow t directed
the Union of India to refer thzdisputes including this
issue to the IndQstrial Tribunal. UWe are, therefore,

g
of the view that ih this circumstance$, the awards and

_ ‘
the judgments refarréd‘by the Industrial Tribunal &n para=7
of its order will not Opefate as resjgdicata or constructive
resjudicata:againsf/the workmen. Hence,-this is a matter
which requires réconsidefation by the Tribunal.

9 The sEcohd grievance of the wrkmen is that the

Tribunal_haﬂhot pas§ed any order on the d emand ofithe
. , .

heLper mistries Fér the provision of uniforms which is

.part of Issue No.3 referred to that Tribunal. The case
of the wofkmen and the Management in regard to thé supply

-of uniforms has no.doubt been dlsczgstgelzmg:ggeg g;ge;Z“ '
Houwever, there is nQ specific‘Auard‘as to their
entitlement £b the_thforhs because para-9 theréaf which

deals with the issue No.3, is silent on the gquestion of

grant of uniforms. The‘question whether the workmen
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- are entitled to uniforms in accordance with their claims
or the rules appllcable to Ciass-IV employees of the
Government of India. ulll apply to them as. stated by

the_management is a matter uhich has not’beenIBXamined

though it is stated By the applicant 's counsel that
o o

\

evidence has been recofded in this regard. UWe are,
| | \. |
therefore, of the vieuw tmat thls p01nt requxres

1

1
I

teconsideration.
10 We can next take pA 94/90 which has been filed

by theFManagement. They are aggriéved by the Tribunal's
avard in ;ggardvto issues 2,3, & 4., .

1 Issﬁg hb.i istreproduted‘belou:_

“whether the Mistries under the Director,
Government of India Production Centre, Ettumanoor
should be provided with promotional opport unities
and if so, what should be the proportion of
higher posts, the scale of pay and the Criteria/
conditions for promgption to such posts?

In regard to this issue the Tfibunal has awarded as
follous:

"Since there is stagnation in the post and
recommendation by former Director and that. the
statement of the union on this point in the .
claim statement, Ext.W6 statement-and deposition
- of WWI remains unchallenged, I am of opinion that .
- these mistries are entitled to get promotion as
given to similarly placed employees, in other Central
Government Establishments. The management is,
therefore, directed to provide promotion grades
to the mistries and pay. scales on par with similar
employees in other industrial establishments ouned
by the Government of India such as the establishments
“stated in Ext.W6 and to disburse arrears uith
retrospective effect as per the recommendations
of the pay commission from 1971. This issue 1is
answered in favour of the union®

2

12 In regard to this issue the w rkmen had contended
that 170 Mistries in the Ettumanoor Centre sse with 17
to 30 years of»se:Vice were stagnating in the<5ame,scale

oflpay'due to the absence of‘anyﬂprbmotional,pQSts.'They

.8
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filed Exhibit W-6 statement showing the various grades
and pay scale granﬁed to simiiar/employees‘in the Naval
Physical and Ogeanﬁgraphy'Urganisation,_Cochin, I§R0,
Thumba,ochin Shipyard, Cochin and.BHEL,'Tfichy and
pleaded that they are ‘also entitled to similar promo=

tional avenues. In reply, the management pointed out

" that the nature of the Production Centre. is totally dif-

ferent from the Organizationsmentioned in Exhibit W=6 énd
they are not comparable. Further, promotional opportu-'
nities exist for'Misﬁrias‘who since July, 1978, have

been classified S§illed Workers Gr.II1 on the pay scale
of Rs.260-350 (pre-revised) because they cobid be pro-
moted to the post of Skilled Worker Gr.I in‘the pay scale
of Rs.380-560 (pre-revised). It was alsoc contendsd that
after the a implementation of the Fourth Pay'Commiséion
pay scales, there is no stagnation experienced by the
uorkmén. These coqégtiqns were not considered by the
Tribunal when it passed the award as extfacted in péra
10 supra, directing inter alia,to provide promotion

posts to the workmen (mistries) on par with the establishe

ments mentioned in'Exhibit‘U-G.

13, Je have heard the learned counsel of the parties
It is submitted by the counsel for the workmen that
even now all fhe workmen id.e., Mistires are only in
one pay scale, No promotion post exists. Tﬁat is not
denied by the Management and therefore, the averment
that avenues for promotion to the post of skilled
worker Grade 1 exists has no basis, The learned counsel
for the.Management,Ahouevef, submits that the work in

the establishments were the workmen are employed is

_...9...
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~ totally different and cannot:eVén”bé'comparéd with

fhe organisations mentionéd{ia QB.' The two Production
Centre at Ettumanoof'and thé Extension Eehtfes at
At-.‘tin_gal'and Muvattupuzha are éssentialiy meanfifor
imparting training go_the traineesxfoacquire the

necessary skills in certain trades\so as to make them

Fit for seeking employment in the +arket 6r_for self'

Lo

employment Production at Ettumanoor is purely
incidential to the main objective of imparting training
and the Centres are not primarily comiercial in nature.
The Mistrias are engaged only as tfaineré and after
the revision of pay scales based on the 4th Pay Commission
Report, they should have:nofgrievance.
14 Having carefully considered the matter, we are
of the view that the Tribunal had notipaused to consider

the o
whether Z_Produ:tlon Centre-Ettumanoor and the tuo

b Ahrpet o PUvetigonioe

Extension Centres/ulth 17Dmrstrles can ever be compared

with the establishments referred to in UWb6. This, in

our view,is a misreading of the evidence and therefore

requires rectification. We also do pbt accept the
o ,

contention of the Management that with the implementation
of the revised pay scale on the basis of the 4th Pay
Commission's recommendations, there should be}no cause

because it '
for grlevancqélsnelther valldnor carries conviction.

 The rev1sed pay scale for the letrles recla351f1ed

as’ skllled uorkmen Gr.II 13 & 950=- 20 1150-£B-25-1500
covering a span of 24 yea:é.‘ In other words, if a

direct recrUit'is"appointed as’Mistry at the minimum . v N

N

N _0‘01‘0
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of the pay scale of Rs.950/- he uill reach the 1‘#;'

ma ximum @aéy in the 24th year.' As the uorkers ret1re .

at the age of 60 years there izébound to be stagnatlon

for about 15 years to 20 years’ The workmen also may
LonLuy v

be requ1red to face stagnation/dependxng on the stage-

of the revised pay scale at uhlch their pay has been

fixed.

15, Ue are, therefore, of the view that the worke

men are entitled to promotion grades, In fact, the

tmanagement has as good as conceded that they are

entitled to get promotion as skilled worker Gr.I as

noted in para 12 supra. UYe,are, houever,'of_the'

vieu that the direction given in reépedt of Issue No,2

requires to be toned doun as this is necessary consi=-

dering the circumstanc%s of the case.

16, In regard to IssuevNo.Z, the Management is

- aggrieved by the fact that the Tribunal has,held.that

the workmen are entitled to get regularisation with
effedt from 1.,1,65 and other consequential benefits

such as fixation of pay and arrears. This decision

is based on the award of the Industrial Tribunal,
"Ailgppey‘in 1D No.1/74 bgcausé in that award the
- question whether~35'casual labourers (iQe., the

workmen in this case) should. be given temporary

séatus;'regular scales of pay etc. was considered.

vThe“contantionmoF'the.nanagemqnt is‘thaﬁ?tﬁ€;§%iénﬁﬁlh
'such finding by the IndustrialTTribunal}ﬁ@ilépbéy

~in 1D No, 1/74.

Py
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17 We havé perused tﬁé auard in 10 1/74. The -
"reledant~portioﬁé of thé.amard afe contained in the,
last por£iog-of para-17.and in parag 18, 19 and.éﬂ
uhich_are re-produced for a properéhpggfiétidnkéktgﬁé
finding; :

"(17) Therefore, the contention of the learned
counsel as per his argument notes, that there
is no specific claim nor any pleadings in the
claim statement etc, regarding payment to be
made commencing from a date anterior to the
date of reference of the dispute, cannot be
considered as gospel truth. In fact, although
the spirit of the claim statement of the Union
is that the workmen are entitled to get regulari-
sation with éffect from the very begining of the
Institution, they have made their demand only
in the year 1965. Yet the retrospective payment
can be decided, o ly taking into considerat ion
the finalcial burden which may be imposed upon
the Institution by such as award.

(18) The Deputy Director of the Management
establishment has deposed at the fag end of the
cross examination as follows:-

Mje will be able to file a statement showing

‘ the differences in wages paid to the regular
and casual workers in the various Centres with
effect from 1965. We are giving D.A to the
regular workers, but not the casual w rkers
'so also the regular workers are getting holiday
vages and Sunday wages, but the casual workers
are not getting the same, In Ext.M3 the wages
shown are only from 1.1.73. Previous to Ext.M3
the wages were lower. UWe can submit statements
shouwing the rate of wages paid to casual as well
as regular uworkers with e ffect from 1.1.65 onwards".

Inspite of the afore-mentioned. admission on the
part of the Management no statements were

produced by the Management to show the difference
in wages between the casual employees and the
‘regular workmen with e ffect from 1.1.65. Therefbre,
there i no data for calculation of the finadcial
burden, if at all imposed upon the Management,
regarding the retrospective payment.

(19) Nou under paragraphs 8 to 17 of this awvard,
I have discussed about the unjustifiability of
the attitude of the Management towards the
concerned casual employees in the matter of
absorbing them as regular employees. Therefore,
I find that. the concerned casual employees are
entitled to be absorbed in the regular scales
of pay and other benefits as enjoyed by the
regular employees therein and so I declare that
the Management is not justified in denying

" temporary status, r egular scales of pay and

other benefits to the concerned casual workmen
employed at the various Productia Centres in
the State of Kerala". '

vel12
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(20) Regarding retrospective payment, I hold
that it will not be ijustifisble on my part
to direct the Management to give the scales of
pay and other amentities to the concerned .
employees as per the award with effect from
the date of their demand viz, 1.1.,65, since

“the financial burden involved in the same may
be exorbitant, although no date has been given
by the Management to show the financial ‘burden

specifically, Yet in order to atone for the
inordinate delay caused by the Nanagement in
redressing the genuine grievances of the cdn-
- cerned workmen, I hold that it will be only
just and reasonable on my part to direct the
Management ‘to make the payment ulth eFFect\

from 1¢1.1972 and I do so." |

Thérevis no sbecific directidn that regularisation shéuld
'be'given with effect from 1.1.65 as demanded by the work=
men. Paraf19 of that auard is thadoperative portiqn
théreof. There is a declaratiqn'ﬁhat the Mahd@edénf is
nof justified in denying tha.tempordry'status, regular

scales of pay and other benefits to the concerned casgual

workmen employed at'tﬁe various production centres in_ir

Kerala. There is, however, no direction as to the date
from which thisefacilities should be given to the workmen,
In para 20 also there is a clear direction that considering

all circumstances, the Management should be directed to

make payment only with effect from 1.1,72 and not from
11.65 as demanded by the workmen, Wk cannot fail to note.
L ]

that even here the Tribunal did not say that it had directdy

~the banefits to be given from 1.1.65.

18.“ There is po doubt as claiméd by the workmen's

counsel thdt.thevdemand all along.uas for‘regularisation
From 1.1.65. Hodgﬁdr,’the Tribunalhin.ID 1/7a uas‘quite‘
aware of thé,ld#ée'financial burdenvthat would érisg if tﬁia
is acceddd td,'éyan'though no specific evidence was produced

by the Nénagemdnﬁ._dIn[this;vieu of this mattef, we are gof

[
i
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PN . ﬂn the Awvard in 1

_ v 0
the viau that thavintrapretation placed by .ths Tribunal / -

vlea.1/74 to come to the conclusxon that the helpers are

1entit1ed to get-régularisation with e ffect from 1.1.55

and other consequentlal rellefs such as fixation of"
as that conclusion ‘

arrears, is not JUStlflequS not borne out by that dec181on.
19 The lést'matterquerAuhich the Nanagement is .\
aggrieved is the award regarding Issue No.4. That ’
rélates'to_one uorkﬁan Bhaskaran who was Fqgnd'éuilty
in the disciplinary‘proceedings, while he was a casual
laboufer. Considerihg his‘long casual service;'the per iod
of suspension from 15.2.74 to 14.7.74 uas direcﬁed to be
treated as}beriod not spent on duty. The*Tribunal,'after

examination of the case relating to the inquiry has come

to the conclusion that the Enquiry proceedings are
i

vitiated by the fact that the employee was not given

suf ficient opportunity to defend his gase, As the
Tribunal's findingsaia based .on a proper appfeciation

of the evidence, we are of the view that it quld not be
proper for us to interfere in the decision fendered by it;
20v Having conéidered the issues involﬁedlin both'
these cases, we are satisfied that it is'neﬁeagary4to
issue certaiﬁ ufders/directioné'relating to thé Awvard of
the Industrial'TriDunal dated}f2.12.88 in ID 5 of 1987. Qe
proceed to do SO

DA _403/89

(i) The awéfd of the Tribunal ‘in respect of Issue
No.1 is quashed. The Tribundl is directed to re-examlne
the issue in accordance with law in the llght of the

observatlons made in thls Judg’




(ii) As far‘ae the Auard in respect of Issue"'
No.2 is concerned the Tr1bunal is now directed to

"bspec1flcally conelder the questlon relatlng to the demand

for unlforms on the b351s of the evidence. recorded and
ureoord a supplementary auard in accordance ulth lau.;
‘ v ' v o
'OA 94/90 ':_Y o i\
ISSUe No 2 The directions giVen by the‘Tribunai> .

at the end. or para-9 of lts award are quashed. Instead,l
the applicant herein (i.e. the.Management) is directed t
Aprovxde promotlon grades to the Mistries and pay scales;
on par ulth 31m11ar employees if any, in the regular staFf _
' uorkxng under the appllcant in the Production Centre and . [;fe
Extension Centre'or in other/indJatrlal establlehments ] .:g'»
ouned by the’Governneht of India. ‘For”this.purpose the_
Wanagement»mayutake into account ‘the report given by |

- Mr DN Dey, the former Director of the Centre. In case,

rlt is found that there is no similar industrial establlshment,‘
the Nanagement-is directed to consider this matter ‘
independently on the ground that it will he unjuct to

fix the Mlstrles .on one pay scale throughout thelr serv1ca

f Career, . and pass such orders as will render Justlce to

the ClalmS of the workmen.

Issue No.3 In regard to Issue No.3, the, award

given is nodifieo as follows: | r )

(i) The Helpers are entitled to get reéularisation
with effect from-1.1.65. However, the financial oenefits‘
“will accrue to them only from 1.1.72. Therefore, their
pay will be’notiona;iy fixed after regularisation'rrom'
1.1.65 and on that basis their pay will be refixed as on .,1’5
1.1.72. Dn the basls of this ra—flxed pay as on 1.1.72,
_they are aﬂtltled to get arrears for the period commencing. -
ffrom that date.,A

(11) Thelr serv1ce after regularlsatlon From 1.1, 65

'-‘u1ll count For computlng all forms of pen51onary benefits., *f"»
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"(iii) Their regularisation from 1.1.65 will

v‘hot’confer on them any mdﬁetafy.benefits other than
vhat has been indicated above.

Issue Nd.4

No case has been»méée out tb'interfere with
the award of the Tribunal, on thié issue.
21 - The tuo'appliﬁations are diéposed'df-uith the
_aboﬁe'orders/directions and there will be*ho order aév
to costs. The case is remanded'tovthe»ffibunal for
compliance of the difectioﬁs given in OA 403/89.
Notwithstanding sucn remahq, the respondents are ‘ |
directed‘to comply with the di#e;tians given in o ' ]
0A 94/90wuithin é neriod of three mohths frém the
date of receipt of this drdéf; fhere will be no

order as‘tQ costs.,

e A

( AV Faridasan) (NV Krishntan)
Judicial Membher Administrative Member

31.8.90
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL P
ERNAKULAM BENCH

?—,’:/%’ RA 72/91  10e—

DATE OF DECISION 3-3 -199D2

?

Union of India & another

Applicant (s)

\

Mr. A.A. Abul Hassan, ACGSC Advocate for the Applicant (s)

, Versus

General Secretary, Central GOVtReﬂmndmn(ﬂ

Smgll Scale Industries Orgn. Employees
Union, Ettumanoor and others.

Advocate for the Respondent (s)
CORAM : . S

ﬂw Hon'ble Mr. N.V.Krishnan, Member (Administrative)

LN "

The Hon'ble Mr. %Qﬁ}ﬁa4§Q§§§nMember (Judicial)"

oA

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

Whether.their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? "
ToA be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?

P

s

JUDGEMENT

N.V.Krishnan, A.M.

This is a review.petition against our order in OA
403/89'fi1ed by Ehe original respondents. The O.A.vwas
filed by certain workers sgainst the impugned order dated
'12th'December, 1988 ofvthe Industrial Tribﬁnal, Quilon in
1.D.5/87. Against the.same order, this review petitioner
had also filed OA 94/90. Both the 0.As. were disposed of
by a common order dated 31.8.90.

2. We are satisfied that this can be disposed of by
circulation.
3. . The review petitioner has filed R.A. 73/91 in OA

94/90 in which we.have passed a detailed order dismissing
it. in the present review petition also, a similar M.P.

has been filed for condonation of delay for similar
. .
reasons. We are of the view that this R.A. should also

be dismissed
L]

or the sane reasons.o%ﬁé}é@i;accordingly.
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