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Pradeep Kumar Misra

Vs.

Re2spondents,

L 2 B B

Union of India & others.

Hon'ble Mr.Justice K,Nath, VC,

Hon'ble kr. M.Me Singh, AM.
O RDTR

Review application No.27/91 (L)
in
J.A.No. 254/1990.

Per: Hon'ble Mr. H.M.Singh, Administrative e

This review anplication seeks ruview of

our judgment dated 12.9.1290 in V.A.lo. 254/90 on

the grecuncs mentioned in the arplicaticn,

2. The ap,licant has advanced ten crounds

all cf which either relate to or are based on facts

-

advanced by the applicant.

3. In our above judgment we had rprimarily

gone into leqal status cf substitute LLLA and had

come tc the conclusion that the churacteristics of
:iny an agent

the substitite's post point to nis oo

of the ELA because of which, to qucte from ~ur

judgment "No employer and emmloyee relaticnship

sets up between the Postal ‘.epartment and the

substitute ELDA, In this view of the matter, thore

does not arise the question of such a substitute

being considered as a workman under the Industriasl

Disputes act, 1347, whce cannot be r-trenched withnut
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complying with the provisions of Sections 25F and
25N of the act. Also, when the apnlicant has no legal
claim to the post of EDDA, he can obviously not

challenge the action of the resprndents tc take steps

tO fill the post Of :‘DDAO.OIOCOOQQOOO‘O..Ot.l..'.....".

4, The ap:rlicaticn contains no submissions
against nur conclusion which is based on analysis of
the characteristics of the post of substitute EDDA,
The factual grounds advanced for prayar to review our
above judgm=nt are therefore diffarent and also

irrelevant to the grounds on which the original

application had failsd. +hen such are the contents

of the review avplication, we do not even consider
necessary to direct that notice be issued to the
responcents,We dispose it off by circulaticn. The

application is dismissed.
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(M.2. Singh) / / (Kamleshwar Nath)
Adrin, lHember Vice Chairman



