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CAT/7/U

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MEWDELHI

RA No. 294/93
in

OiA, No> 464/1988 ShrP-K-l^j^y

Shri•R.L« 38thi»

DATE OF DECISION^ //- •

Versus

U,O.I. arid others _

_Peliiionei

Advocate for the Petilioner^b)

Respondent

Advocate for the RespoDdtnKs)

COR AM

The Hon'ble Mr.

S.hri P.P. Khurana,

. B.3 . Heg de, Member (3)

Tbe Hon-ble Mr. N.^. Vferma. W
, Whether Reponersof.oca,p.pcrs.a,be aHo^ed to see ,he 3ud,e.en. .
2. TO be referred to the Reponer or

0 B. D i>_

• The applicant has filed his R.A. seeking Itevi^w

of the judgement dated 22.7.1993. Vfe ha« seen the R.A.
,nd .are satisfied thrt the a.A. can be disposed of by
circul at ion, under Rule of the Central administrative
Tribunals(?ro.edure) Rules. 1987, and we propose to do so.

Under order 47 Rule of Civil proceuura Coae

a decision/judgement/ocder c.an be reviewed only If :
(1) it suffers from an error apparent on xhe

face ox the record^

'25 iLtiSe'ofthe
ptirt ie 's"o r' ™ul d no t be 'pro duced by x„..x

•»
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party at the time the judgement was iRjdGj
^'espite due diligence; or

{3) for any suffi.cient reason construed to mean
:• analoaous reason.

The main thrust of argument in' the R.A. is that

the Tribunal has not ^iv'en due viSight to the decision

liad dovjn by Supreme Court in Q-irect Recruits Qassail

Engineering Officers Association Vs.State of Mahacastrdv»

SLJ 1990(2) 3,G,35, In order to regularise the

adhoc appointment servicej he has to fulfil certain

precondititrns (i) his adhoc appoi.ntment should be

in accordance V'/ith the 3Iules, against the long term

existing vacancy in I'/nich he can claim in his own

right and also the ad hoc service should be uninterruped,

In the instant case the criteria laid doun in Supreme

Court decision (Supra) is not applicable,

A perusal of the judgement dated 22.7.1993 and the

Revieu Apalication make it clear, that none of the ingredients

referred to above, have been madie out to uarrant a revieu.

The scope of the revieu application is very limited and

Revieu Application is maintainable only if there is an error

apparent on the face of the record or some neu evidence has

come to notice which aas not available even after exercise of

due diligence or for any sufficient reason. The Review
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Application cannot be utilised for rearguing the

case traversiiig the same ground in Chandra Kanta

and another u. Sk. Habib /~A. 1975 SC 1500__7 ein

the Supreme Court held that once an order has been

passed by the court, review thereof must be subject

to the rules of the game and cannot be lightly

entertained, Revieu of a judgement is a serious

step and reluctant resort to it is proper only uhere

a glaring omission or patent mis take or grave error has

crept in earlier by judicial fallibility.

In view of the above facts and circumstances

of the case, we do not see any merit in the Review

Application for a review of the Original Judgement,

The grounds raised in the Review Application are more

germane for an appeal against our judgement and not

for a review. The Review Application is, therefore,

dismissed.

Vj. (t.
(N.K, Verma)^^^g (B,S. Hegde)
Member (A) , Member (3)


