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Hon'ble Shri C.J. Roy, MemjerU)
Hon'ole Sh ri 3 . K. Singh, Flemoer(A)
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s/o Shri U.i"\i. Sarasuat
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Shahdara, •elhi-32 .. Applicant

ay Shri d.S. Cha ry a, • Ad uocate

ye rsu s

1. Director General, Health Services
Nixman Bhavan, Neu Delhi

2. The Additional Director

CGHS, Nirman Bhav^ft
Neu Delhi Respondents

By Shri P .P .Rlau rana, Counsel for
the respondents

0 R Q £ R(By circulation)

(By Hon'ble Shri C,3. Roy, MemoerCj)

The applicant has filed this revieu appli

cation aggrieved by the judgement delivered in

DA No.1085/88 dated 27 .9.93, the operative part

of uhich is reproduced belou:

"It is, therefore, logically follous that
this short-term contractual appointment
on monthly uage basis does not entitle him
to continue in service, as if he is holding
a-civil post. It is more so oecause he
accepted the conditions and jointed the
service, and as per condition laid doun
in Annexure~I of the counter, the applicant
could not have oeen appointed after "he
completed the age-linit o f 35 years on
1.7.88. LJe therefore febl that the
application has no merit and is therefore
d ism issed

2, The contention of the applicant for filing

the review is that this T riounal has given direction

in favour of similarly placed persons like him

- OA 118 5/88 dated 3.11.93 and T-1 99/8 6 dated

25,7..1991 - for consideration of their cases oy

the UP3C for adjusting against vacant posts, if any,

and . there fore his case also may be consioered on those

lines.
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3*. As per order 47, Rule 1 of CpC, a revieu application

Can oe filed only ^i) when some neu material uhich is not

available with the applicant at the time of hearing and ~

that comes into possession subsequently and uhich has a

bearing on the case, or (ii) that there is an apparent

mistake on the face of the record that has c rapt in tha

judgement or (iii) if there is. any sufficient reason.

Houeuer, none of these conditions is noticed in the pre

sent BA*

4. Also, as per AIR 1975-SC 1500, a review of t he

judgement is a serious step and a relucfeant resort to

it is prpper only where a glaring omission or a patent

mistake or a grave error has c rppt in earlier ay judicial

fall ability.

All the points raised have already been argued
and considered by us and besides a rev/ieu can not be

converted into an appeal by reurging the same points

again and again.

already mentioned in our judgement dated 27.9,93^
the applicant uas engaged for a pe ribd ef 90 days from

10.8.87 to 9.11,87, on the terms of conoitions that were

known to the applicant. He was engaged again on the same

terms and conditions and when finally he was terminated

on 1.7^48 he had already completed 35 years and therefore

he was not reconsidered for fresh appointment.

7. ' While delivering the above stated jud geme nt,, we had
patiently heard the arguments and averments made by both
the learned counsel during the hearing and c.arefully gone,
through the records and material placed oefore us and

thereafter a conscientious decision was taken.
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8. In the circumst.-.ncEs, ue are of the opinion that the

applicant has not made out a proper c ase fo r a reuieu.

Accordingly, the reyieu application is dismissed de\/oid of

merits. No costs. n

(6 3ingh)
Member U)

(C.J'. Roy) 'I
Member (j)


