
In THE CEN1'RAL ADMitUSil<A'i'IVE TRIB!Jl:Ji:LL, J"AI.?IJR BEt:CH, JA.IPLR 

o.A.No. 7·16/9::! Dt. of order: 17.8.1994 

: Applicant 

vs. 

Uni•:m of India & Ors. : Respondents 

Mr.P..N.M3.thur Brief-holder of : Co11nsel for applicant 
Mr.Alankar Khanna 

Mr.v.s.Gurjar : Counsel for respvndent3 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.Justtc~ D.L.Mehta, Vic:e Chairman 

Hon• ble Mr. O. P. Sharma, Member (Adm. ) 

PEF: HON' BLE MR.JUS·rICE D.L.MEH'rA, VICE CHA..n;:MAN. 

• Heard the l~arned counsel for the p::irties. The 3.rplicant 

· (._, appeared in the sel~ctkm test con1ucte-:t b1 the St·3.ff Selection 

~ Commission b11t he c.~uld not be apPointed »n ~gul•r tiasis as he 

was jTJnior in the list of sel"ction. 1i)W1:nrer he was app0inted 

on ad hoc l:.asis an] he is ccntinuin9 since then. On 3.10.89 his 

case was recommen:led for regularisation. P.owev.:=:-r he has not been 

reg:Jlarised so far. The case of_ the applicant anj the ca:ie of 

Dinesh K1Jmar Gupta &: Ors. who were parties in Civil Ap~a1 Ho. 

1013 of 1988 arising 01.it of SLP(G) No.5998/87 are the same. In 

the case of Dinesh Ku.mar Gupt:~ & Ors. the fbn' bl.-; Supreme Court 

has directed that their contin1Jity in servi·:e and seniority shall 

be mainb=ined and the servii:e of th~ ·Spplicant should be reguli3.-

r ised and th~ y should be a bsorted in the se r'T ice. However their 

Lordships have f1J.rther mentioned that this order should not be 

treated as a prl!COO~nt. B11t the cases ~ being identical in 

nat11re we direct th~ respondents to re 0;p1l·arise th~ servi•::es of 

the applicant and he sh:it1ld be abS1)rbed in the service a!l'J his 

seniority shall not be disturbed. 

no order as to costs. 

(O.P.01J 
Member~A). 

The O.A. is disposed of With 

pJJJJJ; 
{D.L.Mehta) 

Vice Cha irrna n. 


