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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW DELHI

O A. No. RA 88/90
T.A. No.

Harkesh Sharma

Shri B.S.Wainec

Versus

MQI and athera

Shri PtSi, Wahandru

199

DATE OF DECISION,

Petitioner

fi.12.90

Advocate for the Petitioner(s)

Respondent

Advocate for the Respondent(s)

Shri O.S.f'lahendru

CORAM

The Hon'ble Mr. S.p.piui<erji,V,C,

The Hon'ble Mr. G.Sreedharan Nair,V/.C,
i

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? <

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? K.

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

^G,Sr«edharan Nair)
Uice-Chairman
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IN THE CENTRAL ADmiNISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL

. PRNICIPAL KNCH, NEW DELHI

Registration No, R,A,08 mf 1990

\ %

Oat® •f erdar. 6,12.1390

Harkesh Sharma

.... - yersus-

The Unien sf India and •thors,.

cmm: Hon'ble Shri S.p, nukerji, i/.p,

Hon'ble Shri G.Sreedharan Nair,U,C.

Ceunael fpr t.he applicant. : Shri B,3, Mainee

Applicant

R»spendents

Counsel for the respondents - 3A.PiSiP!ahBndrui

.Mahandru.
/

ORDER

Hon'bla Shri G.Sreedharan Nair.l/.C.;-.

This is a petition by.the applicant in,the original '

®PPef the final order. The petition is opposed

by the rospondonta,

-?• ."'̂ •T^. -gi^iund on which ,tb8.,|;0vie.ij ig, sought .for is that, as the

®ppii®?nt had acquired temporary status^Jiayipg. continuously worked

unde.r the, respondents as casual labour f.or the, prescribed period,

.thow.is an eryor appartnt, .on the fa^ the final.order as it

the premise that the applicant has not acquired temporary

status#

3, There is no autetance in the review petition,

. The applicant had ca9| in th®. •riginal, appliciation that

he had acquired temporary status. On the other hand, the ground on which
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the applicati.n ujas based. is that the applicant.was a regular
empleyee and hence his discharge fr.m s.ryice u.ith«,ut the c.nduct

•f an enquiry is illegal. This matter was csnsidered in th® final

•rdor and since there was na material t* substantiate the said

averment, the applicati.n was dismissed. Incid.ntly, while referring
t» the plea ef the respondents denying the aUegati.n ef tl«

applicant that,he was a regular empleyee, it was •bserued in th®

final erder that the respondents have als# stated in the reply that
as a casual lab.ur, the petiti.ner did not even acquire temp.rary

status,

j. 5, Cpunsel ef the petitiener invited our attention tf the

averment in,the iriginal applicatien with respect t» the service

ef the petitisner, as casual, labeur. There is no statement that the

said service was c.ntinueus. That apart^tha resp.ndents had clearly
centended in the reply te the eriginal applicatien that the

petitiener was engaged enly, as an unscreened substitute en

previsienal basis, .At any rate,, there is no aye.rment in the original

applicatien that the petitiener had acquired temporary status.

6., There,is no^oyror apparent on the face of tl:» record

as was attempted to be astablished by the counsel of the petitioner.

7. The petition is dismissed.

r

.V,

Qxce-Chairman Uice-Chair^an

C;Plahto

4.12,90


