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This Review Application has besn filed in

regard to the juodgement delivered on 14.12.18982 in

"0.A. No. 1495/91. The petitioner has sought for

the review mainly on the ground that the respon dents

have themselves admitted in their‘counter

~

that the petitioner's appointment from 29.4.1385

was under Rule 10(2) of AFHG Civil Service Rulss. Ha

has - furthar stated that the apoointment of the

petitioner from 1.10.1384 to 29.4,1385 was alsoc undsr

Rule 10{2)} and the raspondents have with-held from the

court some fackts from the file which were known ta

the aposlicant as the file itself was marked to him

for hia iﬁformation at the relesvant time., He has

/

further stated that the elipibility condition from

8 yoars to 4 ysars approved service as on 1.10.1984
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had been relaxed by Ministry of Defence ang Department

of Personnsal. Further; the UPSC had initially relaxed

~

the eligibility condition from B8 to 4 ysars aporoved

service as on 1.10.1384.

2. We find that all thése péints have been covered

in the said judgamentf. In para 5 of'ths judgement

the conteﬁtinn of thayapplicant r?gérding admission

in the counter that the applicant's appointment uas
aluays undsr Rule 10(2) Wwas br&ught out.,. It was further
spélt out in para 7. Tpe qdest?on of relaxationfof
eligibiiity condition was aléo discussed,ig the ju;ga—
mant. The facts and arguemeﬁts were ::nalyéedlin

paré 9 and it was held tﬁat the-appligant Was appoint.d
Qﬁdef Rule 10(2) by order dated 7.4;5989 which was
ayident from perusal of apb;intmenﬁ letters and Annexure
13 filed by the applicant himself. The aﬁproved Service,
abcording to rulas,'mean# thg psriod'of seruicg in

that grade rendared after sslection adcording to pres-

cribed procedure for long-term appointment to the qradie,
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It was also brought out that the UPSC did not agree
to relax the eligibility condition for the DPC for ths

year 1984-85, While the recruitmsnt rules provide for
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a relaxation cl?uSe and such relaxations were given
by the respondents for promotior8 ypto 1983-84 the
eligibility conaition for the OBC from 1984-35 onuwards
was decided not to be relaxed bescause of thé rBCPmmendﬂtiﬁﬁf
of the UPSC, It was also observed in the judgement
that it was nmot left to the Bench to direct that the
respondents shagld QifFar uith“the racommendation of
the UPSC and raslax the provision when there is no legal
compulsion to do so.
3. By a Raview Application ths arguements already brodghy 4‘
out and discussed in the judgement cannot bs reagitatsd 3%_»]‘
restressed again, The review of judgement is a sarious 4
step.and reluctant resort to it is proper only whare &
‘ giaring omission or patent miatake Or a grave error has
Bt
erept in earlier by judicial fellibility. There are defin’*:
limits to the exercise of the power of revisw, The pousr
} , of review may be exercised on the discovery of new and

% important matter or avidence which after the exarcise

of due diligence was not within the knowledge of the

person seeking the revisw. It cawotbe exsrcissd on the
ground that the decision was erroneous on merit. That

would be the province of a court of appeal.
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4o We do not find sufficient cause tg revi-u
tne judgement already desliversd. Tha Revisu

Application is accordingly dismissed,
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