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ORDERS. 

G • L • SANGLY INE ,ADMINIST RAT lyE MEMBER: 

This Review Application was submitted by the 

applicant in O.A.No.207 of 1997 seeking review of the 

order dated 15-7-1998 disposing of the O.A. I have 

perused the Review Application, the Original Applica-

tion and the order dated 15-7-1998 sought to be 

reviewed. I have heard learned counsel of both sides. 

In the Original Application the applicant sought a 

direction on the respondents to appoint him on 

priority basis against existing vacancies of Constable 

or any other Group D' post on regular basis. In the 

order dated 15-7-1998 dealing with the contention that 

the applicant being a casual employee with the respon-

dents he was entitled to granting of temporary status, 

regularisation and appointment, it was held that the 

applicant was no longer a Casual Worker under the 

4 
	

respondents after 25-9-1992 and, therefore, the 

contd/- 



-2- 

scheme in terms of the Office Memorandum dated 10-9-1993, 

which was applicable to casual employees who were in services 

as on that day, was not applicable to the applicant. At 

any rate, he had forfeited all benefits of past services 

of Casual Worker up to 25-9-1992 after he had joined 

another service as Constable in the Tripura Police. The 

applicant was taken again as Casual Worker under the 

respondents from 1-4-1995 to 10-10-1995. For this period 

it was held that even if the scheme was at all applicable 

to the Casual Worker engaged after coming into force of 

the scheme, the scheme will not be applicable to the 

applicant in the facts of the case as he had worked for a 

period of about 6 months only, It was further held that 

appointment by any other method of recruitment can be 

given to the applicant only by the respondents by taking 

recourse to normal process of recruitment and it was 

not for the Tribunal to issue any direction for appointment 

of the applicant through such process. On the basis of 

those findings and decisions the application was dismissed. 

The above mentioned findings and decisions in the order 

dated 15-7-1998 are definite and with reasons. I am 

therefore, of the view that the order is outside the 

scope of reviews 

The Review application is dismissed. No ofder 

as to costs. 
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