Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

FIL R 4

R, A» NO., 208/95

in
0. As Nog 1955/94

New Delhi, this the >3 day of August, 19954

Hon'ble Shri Je#eSharma, Menber (J)
Hon'ble Shri B.KeSingh, Manber ( A)

Union of India throughs

1. Secretary to the Govt. of India,
Ministry of Water Resdurces, ~
Shram Shakti Bhawan,

New Delhi=1l. '

2. Chalrman,
Central Water Commission,
Sewa Bhawan, R.K.Furam,
New Delhi=60,

3. Secretary to the Govt. of Indig,

Ministry of Personnel, fublic Grievances
& Persions, (Deptt. of Fersonnel & Trg.),

North Block, New Delhi-l.

4e gGentrolling & axditor General,
Govt, of India, 'y
Bahadurshah Zafar Marg,
New Delhiy

50 Sbo Shri a“ard’
Dy, Director, MOnt. Directorate {S.E.)
Central Water Cammission,
Room No, ‘02' se?‘la B:ha“ﬂang %O%rsn;

New Delhi.56, ooReview applica

Ver sus

Shri Frgnod Kumar,

s/o Shri Bhim Singh,

R/o B-1l, WZ-41, Janakpuri,
New Delhid

ORDER

A OB

(By Hon'ble Shri J.Poharma, Menber (J)

. .Opposite party

U.'O;I. : . p
has filed this review application andhas




' !
sought ‘review of the ord-:er dated 20.% i995 passed in
OuAe Nou 1955/94. shri Parmod Kumar filed the original
application which wes disposed Oof by a direction to the
respondents that the applicant may be preferred for
engagjenent on job requirement as expeditiously as possible
ard he shall be considered alongwith others spons ored by
Enployment Exchange and may be given engagement as a casual
work er till the job reguirement las tse There is no
specific error pointed: cut in the jud gement nor any
par ticular point stressed. Certain facts have been
reiterated in this review application gointing out that
the clear stamd taken by the respondents has not been
considered, However, it is not sos The direction in this
judgement is only that the applicant be also considered alonge
with the others spdnsored by Bmployment Excﬁingeé Since
1990, as per showing of the respordents, a number of days
has been shown till l§94 ad he has worked for ’240 days
in 1994 tiough in earlier years his working was lesss
However, after disengaging the applicant, the respordents
in June, 1994 have cOntinued the junior employee Sh.Mahesh
and another junior employee Sh. Un Parkash was engaged
in October, 1994. 1t is after ﬁe dis=engagenent of ths:
applicant in March, 1993 and the services of the applicant in
Sept, 1994 were dispensed with.’ Thus, the respondents
were engaging casual labourers on adwhOc basis after

dis'charging the one who had alreaxdy been working with them.

This hire amd fire policy was therefore, arbitrary arﬂ{




[k a/

has alsc been advers ely commented by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in a number of decisions No other thing has been

oressed in this R.Ae The R.A. is, therefore, totally devoid

of merits aml the judgement does not csll for any reviewd
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