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1. Whether Reporters of local papers méy be
alTowed to see the judgement? 7A0
2. To be referred to the Reporters or not ? V.

JUDGEMEMNT
(of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble Sh. P.K. Kartha
Vice Chairman(l)

We havs gone through the records of the Case carefully
and have heard the applicant in parson, The respondant s have
not filed their reply to the present R, A, The petitioner had '
Filed DA-371/90 uwhich uas disposed of by judgemant dat ad 16,7,90

n the main applicatiqn-uas for quashing the imougn'Il

His prayer i ¢
C)
b

order dat ed 31.10,1989, whereby the nariod of his probation w

asg

- extended upte 15.7,1990, He had also prayed that he should hae
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removed from probation uw,e,f, 15,7,1988 and that the

: raspondants be directed to declare him pesrmanent in the

post of Photographic Officer we,f, 15,7,1988, After

Qoing thfough the records.of the cass and hear ing both-tha‘
parties, the Tribunal hald that as the recruitment rulss
did not provide any optimum period of probation, the
stipulgtions containéﬁ in~tha—oﬁﬁ§r of appointﬁant ragagding
the discretion-of the compstent authority to extend the
period of probation ﬁust be deemed ta'be‘suéplementary tbv
the relevant recruitment rules, The validity of such_a
stipulétian‘cannat bé disputed, In this context, the

Tribunal relied upon the decision of the Supreme Court in

‘State of Guiarat Vs, Akhilesh Bhargav, 1987 (3) SCC 482 at

485,
2. Feeling aggrieved by the aforesaid judgement, the
petitioner filed RA-156/90 which uas disposed of by judgement

dated 25,9,1991, The R.A, uas dismissed as the Tribunal came

-

te the conclusion that the petifioner had not brought out

any error of law apparent on the face of the judgsment,or

~any fresh facts warranting a review of the judgement,

3, RA-174/92 filed hy the petitioner, is in the nature of

a second review petition, In our opinion, the petitioner has

no legal right to file a review petition. in a reviey petition
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whi;ﬁ has zlready basn disposed of (Vide J, Ramaswamy Vs,
Government of Andhra Pradaesh, 1989 (2) SCALE 1405), In

Case, the petitioner is aggrieved by the judgement in

0A-371/90 or in RA-156/90, he has to prefer an appeal in
the Supreme Court and not to reagitate the mattsr beforse
the Tribunal by filing a secend review patition, RA-174/92

is, accordingly, rejected, There will be no order ass teo
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