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Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (G vil) No(s).21337/2012

(From the judgenent and order dated 10/02/2012 in SB No. 578/ 2009 of The
H GH COURT OF JUDI CATURE AT ALLAHABAD, BENCH AT LUCKNOW

U. P. PONER CORPORATI ON LTD AND ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
MUNESH KUMAR SI NGH Respondent (s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report )

Date: 03/07/2013 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE MR JUSTICE H L. GOKHALE
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE MADAN B. LOKUR

For Petitioner(s)

For Respondent (s)

Suni | Kumar Jai n, Adv.
Pawanshr ee Agrawal , Adv.
Madhur Jai n, Adv.

S. R Si ngh, Sr. Adv.

Avni sh Si ngh, Adv.

Suni ta Pandit, Adv.

Ankur Prakash, Adv.
Sushant K. Yadav, Adv.

. Ram Shi romani Yadav, Adv.
Ms. Nanmita Choudhary, Adv.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Heard | earned counsel for the petitioners and | earned
seni or counsel for the respondent.

Respondent was wor ki ng in t he petitioners
Corporation as a Driver prior to 4.5.1990 and he continued to be
in service as on 28.11.1996
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It was his case that in viewof the policy of the
petitioner-Board issued on 28.11.1996, such persons were to be
regul arized in service. Since the respondent’s services were not
regul ari zed, he approached the State Public Service Tribuna
which in turn directed the petitioners herein to consider the
case of the respondent for regularization. The said order has not
been di sturbed by the High Court and therefore this special |eave
petition has been filed. Learned counsel for the petitioners
submits that the respondent has been working elsewhere and was
not avail able for service.

M. S.R Singh, learned senior counsel for the
respondent, on the other hand, disputed this subnission and
stated that the respondent was not allowed to work

Be that as it may, M. Singh is not so nuch keen on
the wages for the intervening period, rather he is nore keen on
bei ng enpl oyed for the respondent in the Corporation, i nasnuch,



according to him respondent was clearly covered under the policy
of 28th Novenber, 1996

We quite see the nmerits in the submssion of M.
Singh. W, therefore, decline to interfere through this petition
and the sane stands dism ssed. The
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petitioners wll consider the case of the respondent for
regul ari zation of his service. Counsel for the petitioners seeks
Si X weeks’ time for t aki ng necessary deci si on. The
regul arization, if done, will obvi ously be prospecti ve
Respondent will not have any claim for the wages for the
i nterveni ng period.
The SLP stands di sposed of.
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