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Central i«fiministrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

o • • •

R« A. No, 2D7/95
M,A. No, 1984/95

in

0, A. NO, 865/94 -

New Delhi, this the of August, 1995o'

Hon'ble Shri J,Pa)arina, Menber (J)
Hon'ble Shri B,K» Singh, Member i A)

Shri Bindeshwar Singh s/o
Shri Sunder Singh working aS
Mali un er Station; Engineer,
Doordarshan T«V,Tower, Pritanpura,
New Delhi

R/o 347, Tirthak Jain Nagar, . «i
Village Karala, Delhi-81 ...Review aPpiican.
( By none)

Versus

Union of India through

the Director General Doordarshan,

NevfDelhi!...Respond ents<>>
( By none)

ORDER

By Hon'ble Shri J.P.:aianna,Member (J)

The judgement in 0«A» No, 865/94 where the

applicant prayed for the grant of the relief lhat

respondents be directed to continue him as casual

Mali in preference to those with less service and

w.e.f. 1.9.1993 he be given the benefit of temporary

status, was decided on 28th April, 1995. The applicant

has prayed in the review application filed cn 28th

1995 for the review of the Said judgement^ and since it

is beyond one month's period, the M.A» 1984/95 has bepr.
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filed to cordone the delay. Since the delay of
only few days and the petitioner has shown reasons
in the aforesaid M.A,, we condone the delay and
dispose of the R*A« on tnerit» . ,

The review of the jodganent lies on the grounds
analogous to the grounds laid dovm In order 41 rule 1 j
CFC. There should be scaie error aPParant on the face
of the jUlgenent or there should be sone evidence
to be relied by the peUtloner which was not In his
knowledge vdth due diligence by the time of hear5.ng
and he subsequenUy procural that evidence and or. that
basis wants the jvdgenent to be re-considered and lasUy
on certain analogous groundsa

The'gr°und4 taken In this review application Is

only that there Is certain error aPParant on -he f2C0 of ^
the order. The first ground taken Is that the responaents
have filed the reply vhich is totally false and the
documents relied upon by the respbndehts are forqedP :
This point cannot be threshed In the R.A. It was open

to the applicant in his rejol^ier to point «t any false.,
hood stated In the reply filed by the respondents or to

point Out the documents which have been forgai. The
review aPPUcant has referred to the authority of a-H,

Antuley V/s. R.S.Nayak and Anr., 1988(2) JI(352). He hes
also referred to the case of S.Natraj V.State =f Karnataia
(1994) 26 Vffc P.448. It is, therefore, averred that tbo
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order of the Oourt should not be prejudicial to ono

and if there is error aPParant which is pointed cut or

noticed# the court should correct the Same# The first

ground taken by the review applicant in Para 5 is that

the respondents have misrepresented the case and that

the post of Mali is a regular one but fron the e*/id®^ce

on file arti documents produced, which have been referred to

extensively in the judgement, goes to sho// that 'che ivoik

was being t^en on contract basiso In Para 6 8. 5<> the

thing has been further illustrated but the case cannot be

re-opened for fresh argumentsa T'ara No, S, 9 & 10 refers

to certain Tfoucher3 filed as documents by the respondents

in support of the contention tliat the applicant was working;

On contract basis. Now this question cansBot be rs^opened

when the documents have already been discussed on the basis

of points raised by the learned counsel for the applicant,

during hearing. In Para 11# 12, 13 8. 14, the re^/icw

applicant has referred to certain judgements but these are

not at all relevant to the point fOr decision in the

review application , Thus, there is no error aPParaht on

face of the judgement which calls for review of the ordefo'

The review application is, therefore, dismissed

accordi nglyo'

( B,K. SINGH) C J- P, ,4}
MBlBEa(4) MEIBER (j)


