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Tadikonda Wilson Paul

.+ Applicant
and

1. Dy.Chief Signal & Telecommunications,
Engineer/Tele/Railway Electrification,
Secunderakad.

2. Chief Project Manager,
Railway Electrification,
Vi javawada.

]

3. General Manager,
Central Organisation,:
Railway Electrification,
Allahabad.

.+ sRespondents

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri G.V.SeKhar Babu

Counsel for the Respondents

CORAM:

Sshri J.R.Gopal Rao, SC for Rlys
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(Oral Orders per Hon'ble Justice Shri M.G.Chaudhari,

Vice Chairman).
#

By this review petition, the eriginal applicant seeks to

re-gpen the original case on merits iﬁ'exercise of our powers
el

of review. The original judgement rejectimg the claim of the
applicant on merits to quash the order of his terminstion as
casual Worker with effect frem 22.2.88, That is a finding re-
corded on merits and different view cannot be taken under the
i
gies of revisw. The only remedy the applicant could follew was

to appeal. ‘ , .

2, We find frem the application that even though the above
prayer was rejected, on sympathetig greunds, the applicant was
directed to be paid additional wages as indicated and alse it‘

was recommended that if in future there would be any work available
to engage a casual labourer, the respondents might consider the
applicant for the same in preference to freshers. Since this

direction being in favour of the applicant, no question of review

—

et '
; Can arise, b

3. The learned counsel for the aﬁplicant states that the

’ ' s
applicant has been pald the arrears and indeed in due e
to the desire of the Tribunal expressed in the judgement, he has
been offered éngagement to werk as Bunglow Kalasi andhe is asked

to make an applicatien if he is willing te accept that engagement.

L§§§§F aR kRe No.CPM/RE/BZA dt.2.5.96 annexad to MA 637/96 states
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that the applicants reguest for re-engagement as Casual
Labourers although has been noted Por consideration against
any requirement of fresh face casual labourer in the proj&ct,‘

o
since at present noc fresh Facesih

>¢n taken .except as

Bungalow Khalasis and therefore if he was ui lling to waorTk 1in
that capacity, he may forward his_applicatipn for régistering
his name for that appointment and it will be considered in
due course. We think that the applicant has got much more

than he could hope in the U.A. because on merits his claim

_ for re-instatement was not accepted.

-
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4, " Despite the above facts, the legrﬁad cuﬁnsel'ﬁor the
ppplicant vehémently aréues thaf the applicant is & poor

per son. He has been 18 ft in.amidstream gnd his family is
éuffering as the applicant has lost job and that on humani-
éérian and sympathetic grounds, hisglaim for Temporary Status
made in the 0.A. may be re-opsned and granted by ;llouing the
R.A. He also refers to the judgemeﬁt of the Hon'ble Supreme

~

Court in H.C.Putta swamy & another Vs, Hon'ble Chief Justice

" of Karnataka High Court to draw our attention that although

in that case the appointments in sub-ordinate courts were
- bael

found to be illegal, yet since those employees hawe served for

about 10 years, on humanitarian grounds, the Supreme Court

was inclined to direct that they should be treated to be

regularly appointed with all benefits of past service. Even
thek” A

assuming that with respecg?ue may follow the course indicated

therein,. in & case of the applicant as uell, unfortunately

that stage has gone when the 0.A. was dismissed on merits and
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on these groynds which cannot be termed as legal groundéoh(f@q’
\”-‘/WLL ﬂn-f),Lp
uniChdEBM&GH—EGﬂ*bE—ﬁ&%H%&S;blE suffice to re-ppen the original

Cande v Bt 2 A AR At b«%ﬁ/wﬁ T} AL -
€898 y Left to ourselves, ue wewld feel that the applicant

will be well advised to avail of the offer made to him by the
Respondents to apply far the post of Bungalow Khalasi and

avail thes appointment.

Se We therefore find no ground on which the review can

be entertained. The AReview Application is therafore rejected.

B Miscellansous Application No.63%/96 stands consequently

fejscted. No order as to gosts.

SN L L ¢£L4g2;4/1¢¢$héluf»1‘

(M.G.CHAUDHARTI)
Vice=Chairman

Dated: 26th July, 1996,

Dictated in open Court. ;%V?ﬁq
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