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- MA.490/98 in RASR.1695/98 &
RiSR-1é95/98 in OA.510/95 dt.~L.2,2ooo

! Order

 order (per Hon. Mr. B.S. Jai Parameshwar, M(J)

Heard Sri V. Rajeswara Rao, learned counsel .for the
respondents in the OA znd Mr. C. Suryanarayana, learned
counsel for thé ?pplicant in the On.
1. The rgsponbents have filed this application praying
to review the erer dated 18-8-2997 passed in the OA.
2. The direcﬁion given in the OA is as €ollows :
The respoddents are directed to fix his seniority on
the basis of hig initial engagement from 1-10-1986 and
grant conseque#tial benefits like conferment of temporary
status and rengariSation of service, as envisaged under
the relevant ;Lles, The applicapt shall not be entitled
for any wages dLring the period of his disengagement.
Action in thiJ regard may be completed within 90 days
from tﬂe date qf receipt of copy of this order.
3. The resp&ndents have filed this application on
18-6-1998,
e
4, There is{a delay of 268 days. Hence, thexkfiled
this Ma prayikg to condone the delay.
5. The appchant in the 0A has opposed the application
for review anb also the application to condone the delay.
The applicant submits that there is abonormal delay of

278 Adays and1not 268 days as indicated in the MA. That

}, conciliation
the Tribunal knowing fully well the zxkkemxk proceedings
A

i

held before the Assistant Commissioner of Labourhas issued
. \

proper direc#ions and that there are no grounds to review

the order daLed 18-8-1997.
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6. The only reason stated by the respondents in the
| : :

affidavit filed id support of MA is "administrative

Tﬂe wofd 'aéminfétrative reasons' is a broad

reasons”.

| .
concept which canhot bé takenm so lightly to condone a delay

of eight monlths and odd, I feel that the affidavit filed
: f

in support Jf th?‘MA ﬁs as vague as it can be. Merely

I . |
stating that thejdelay is due to administrative reasons

cannot be aECEpted. How the delay occurred when the

respondents; not%Led error in the order and when they felt

it proper Fo fiie application for review are all necessary

|
particulars to be mentioned by the respondents in the

)

affidavit.! The| respondents are under the impression that
the Tribudal can be persuaded to condone the deley simply

mentioning that the delay was due to administrative
|

reasons. |
_ courst of
7. Durihg the/arguments the learned counsel for the

reSpondeuts atLempted to make out a case that the Public

interest is involved in the matter and that the applicant

is getting undue advantage'of senjority even though he has
not workéd between 1988 and: 91 and that therefore the delay

be condohed.

!
|

8. In s _ : -
f upport of their contention the raspondents have

produce? annexure R=-2 which is Minutes of the Conciliation
proceed%ngs held by thé Assistant Commiésioner of Labour{cC),
Vijayawéda.
S. Th% respondents though ﬁad not produced this letter
along wﬁth the reply in the 0a, had in fact referred to the

said proceedings in para-3 of the reply statement, This

3 1II . - y ']
Trxbunﬁl while issuing the direction has taken due note of

the said awv rment,

«e 3.
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oither in the MA.
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In thag‘VieQ

i

of the matter I £ind no merits

|

MA is rejected.

11, Conseq#ehtlm, the RASR stands rejected.
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