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The review is sought against the Judgement dated 20.10,1993
y in Q4. No., 1556-88 which was dismissed on the poi.nt of limi-
| tation as well as jurisdiction. At the time of hearing
on 20.10.1993 none of the parties were present amd the case

i was taken up for hearing and decided on the basis of pleadings

on record.
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In the Original Application thepetitioner has claimed
the relief that the Seniority list of 1985 be quashed and
‘the applicant be glven regularlsatlon as Lab., A331stant

| with effect from 9, l 1974 by glvmg him the correct place
in the senl orlty list with effect from that date.

The flrst ground taken by the petitioner is th;t

the order of appomtment dated 4.2,1974 3 copy of which has

already been annexed with the Teview petition may also be




-

\

considered ;s the same could not be filed by the petitioner
aléngwith the pleadings. This letter shows that the
appointment of the applicant as Junior Technician or Lab.
Assistant and he was never reverted since 9.1.1974. He

has completed the period of probatlon also which was two

years. On his transfer to Delhi the applicant was ggitgii
as Lab. Assistant in NLd}. The grievance of the applicant
is that he could noﬁ be given a ffesh conside;ation for
the same pbst(in 1982, The question of limitation will
still arise as the applicant has been iegularised by the
D.P.C. on 15.9.1982. The applicant could have given at

the relevant time to assail that grievance which is

now projected that he éhould be given regularisation with

‘effect from 19.1.1974 or two years after completioﬁ of

probation. Thus the findings given about the limitation
is not disturbed even by consideration of this document.,
The second ground taken by the petitioner is that
the seniority list 6f Lab. Assistant/Junior Technician
was not circulated. This does not effect the grievance
of the applicant as his case is of getfing regular appoint-
ment since January 1974 and he has been given.the same
with effect from September 1982.\
The thlrd ground taken by the petitioner is. that
he stood regularised as Junlor Technician/Lab. Assistant
after the expiry of two years. Frobafion Period wi th effect
from 9.1.197&. This is the main. grievance which shoyld
have been agitated at the }elevaﬁt time,

Thus none of the grounds taken in the" rev1e~

petltlon go to show any error apparent on the face of

the record._ We have also considered the documents furnished

by the applicant alongwith the revien petition ard that
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does not change the conclusion drawn while dismissing
the application on the point of jurisdiction and limit-
ation. Matters which are once settled should not be
unsettled,

The Review Application, therefore, is devoid of
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merit and is dismissed.
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