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Regn, No,RA-66/89 In Dates 25-%- &
0A~1640/87
Shri Raja Ram Kumar Sharma ..., Petitionsr

~Nersus

Union of India "eees Respondents

For the Petitioner esse Mr, Jose P, Verghese,
Advocate

For the Respondents esss Shri K,C, Mittal,Advocate

CORAM:s Hon'ble Shri P.K. Kartha, Vice-=Chairman{Judl,)
Hon'ble Shri M. M. Mathur, Administrative Member.

1, Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to
sze the judgement?

2. To be referred to the Reportzr or not?

(Judgement of the Bench deliverad by Hon'ble

Shri P.K. Kartha, Vice-Chairman)

The present petition has been filed by the original
applicant in 0A-1640/87 praying that the Tribunal's judge-
ment dated 4,5.1989 be reviewed and that the application
may be heard afresh,

2. | The applicant in Oﬂa1640/87 had challenged the
verhal order dated 21.8.1987 issued by the respondents
whereby his services were terminated, The applicant had
prayed that the impugned termination be sef aside and
that the respohdents be directed to accord to him
temporary status, After going through the records of

the case and hearing the legarned counsel for both the
parties, the Tribunal, vide its judgement dated 4,5.,1889,
observed that the facts of ths case cleafly indicate that
the applicant was appointed not against a post but uas
engaged for work - of seasonal nature on daily wagss, The

regularisation of such a person will bes governesd by the
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adfministrative instructions issued by the Government,
The case of the applicant did not fall within the
criteria laid down in the Office Memorandum issued by
the Department of Psrsonnel on 26,10,1984, There vas
also no esvidence to indicate that the respondents had
retained any of . his juniors. In visw of this, the

Tribunal found no merit in the application, The
application was dismissed with the ;bservation that in
case the respondents needed the services of a person to
do the work of a seasonal naturs, the applicant should

be considered fior the same in preference to others,

3. In'the\prasent petition, the petitioner has not
Qrought to our notice any fresh facts warranting a revieu
of the judgement dated 4,5.1989, There is also no error
apparant on the face of ths record, It may be that the
applicant is aggrieved by the decision given by the
Tribunal, In sugh a Case, fhe proper caurse for him
Qould be to prefer an éppeél in the Supreme Court against
the judgement of the Tribunal and not file a reviesu
petitien, UWe ‘'sse no merit in the present petition and
the same is dismissed,

4, A copy of this order may be communicated to both

the parties,

— | /
(M. M, " Mathur) (P.K, Kartha)

Administrative Mamber Vice-Chairman{Judl, )



