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üni6n of india  ....................... i .......... .. .^pplicant.
'1

Vérsu p I

Sunder La ................................... l ................ Respondent,
il

lion' ble Mr.Justice U«C^rivástava,V*C  •
|i

Hon'ble Mr.K.CteawaA«M# l________________

(By Hon’ble Mr.Justice U .C«Srivastava ,V .C .)

Union of India has fiied  time barred review
ii

■1
application against the judgtnent and order; dated 

1 2 .1 2 .9 0  passed by a bonch onaiof this Tribunal '

)
GonstitutÍE§ Hon^'*le 'Mr.K,Oba:^tí/A^'J« The review applicaiF. 

-tion has been filed  on 2 5 /2 6 .3 .9 1  along with the
I

application for condonation of delay. According to the 

applicant, iaoEiSKX, the counsel# who was earlier 

entrusted with the matter of filin g  review application,

could not file  the same and that, is why it  engaged
;Í

another counsel and delay was caused due to this reasor 

Even i f  we accept that the cause shcwn is sufficient,
{

even we do not find any good ground to interferewith 

the order which has been earlier |>assed by this Bet^ih.
■I

The Bench has given the benefit of Circular dated
,1

2 9 .7 .8 5  to the applicant \^ich provided that

“E’taff of all the aboveraentioned three 
categories v iz . H .T .C s , f.TJEs and 
Conductors- grade 425-640>4ls who workeá

on adhoc basis against regular vacancies

during the period 1979 to 31 .12 .83  pending

finalisatiosa of selectión/suitability  
test th r o u ^  viva^voce nS^y be regularleed

from the date of their cotTpleting 18

inonths on adhoc servio© for the parpóse 

of their seniriority for promotion 

to the next higher grade."

2. Ihe Tribunal held that the cespondent was
'i
‘,1

promoted as HIC even though in adhoc dapacity in 1976
.1

and he has been continuously worlcing on the said



y-
K

-2- .

post t ill  the reversión order was passed in  1976.

The plea which has been raisíed on behalf of Union 

of I nc3ia, is that the respoildent was reverted 

vide order 2 1 .5 .8 4  which order was stayed by the 

High Court and in  case he wculd have continued to

¡ I

work as HTC after 2 1 ,5 .8 4  , ató it  is only on the

blSis  of said order that no benefit of the same

í
can be given. As a-matter of, fact, the b e m fit  

has been given to the r«sponáent as he worked áu£ing
I I
ii

the period between 1979 to I^ceniber, 1983, i .e .  before 

the reversión order was passed# Accordingly, we do no

‘ I

find any good ground to interfere with the arder, 

passed by this Bench* Accordingly, the review 

application is dismissed.
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