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1. ¥hether Reporters of local papers may be (
ailowed to see the Judgeme nt?

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

- JUDGEGENT

(DELIVERED BY HOW'BLE SHRI J.p. SHARMA, MEMBER {J). ..o
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The applicants in these cases have assai»led-"."’t‘he |

OM b .3/5/91 dt.3l.5.l99.1..,

been filed though separately, but concern;} th° same matte

% they are disposed of together
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Since both the C JAS, have
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the learned counsel for the',;a-f;plicants at
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* the admission stage itself. ‘The reliefs claimed in *

o bbfh the O.As. are as follows”:- o B o |  ' | A\s  -

(i) To issue a writ of mandamus. or any other’.

. appropriaste writ, order or direction, .
directing the respondents to -consider the
retention and regularisation of ad-hoc =

- ‘ L.D.Cs. serving in the various Ministries

I and Departments (including the applicants)
' having due regard to relevant factors. -

and consistency with the law decleared by

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in.various

decisions. =~ . . -

{(ii) To pass an order declaring that the OM
dt.31.5.1991 has no retrospective operation
anc that if it cannot be_so. re z0-down, declare
the said OM to be arbitrary and Unconstitutional
and violetive of Articles 14 anc 16{1) of the ‘
Constitution. = _

{iii) To pass an order restraining the _re's-pondentsﬁ
from enforcing the said CM in 4 discriminatory
manner by retaining persons junior to the
applicants. 3 ~

(iv) In the eveatof the Hon'ble Tribunsl deems fit,

refer the matter to the Hon'ble Chairman for
constituting a lerger bench to resolwve the
conflict of views in judgements in OA 1537/91
and OA 6638/383. - _ -

We find that the applicants of both the OAs. hawhk earlier
" filed OA 1536/91 and OA-1537/91, which have been d isposed
"of by the Principal Bench by the judgement dt.27.2.1992 in -

vhich ore of us (Shri,J;Rn'Sharmé) was one of the Membegs.
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Theqissuevinvdlwedwin;ihégpfesenpﬁ aplications is almost
S - TGt el L

- the some,, aS~héé~beeniagita%ed in ;hé earlier 6A$;~¢536/91

~ang 1237/21. - Thus  the preseht'erigihal'Applicationé are

- 4 baIredUby the principie ¢f,résjudicété and are not

‘maintainable. These Aoplications, therefore, are dismissed.

'The_abplicants'méy seek remédy availauzle to them as«méy be

e vag vised under 1 aw — A — — et e T
e 2 U{JPITSHARMA) X 9 (5.P. MUKERJI) :
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