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.0 other Benches of the Tribunal,

ORDER

The. applican ts hawe filed the Review Application

seeking review of the judgement dated 28.07.1993. Ue

have seen the Review Application and we are satisfied that

the review application can be disposed of by circulation

under Rule 17(iii) of the CAT (Procedure) Rules, 1987

and we proceed to do so.

2. The brief facts of the case are that the applicants
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servicea have bean terminated under Rule 5(1)

of the Central Civil Services (Temporary Service)

Rules, 1965 by order dated 21.4.1988. The main

thrust of the applican^is that their services

should not have been terminated by an order

simplicitor without any show-cause notice or

without conducting an enquiry under Delhi Police

(Punishment and Appeal) Rules, 1980. Hence, the

ordbrs are illegal and liable to be quashed.

3* It is an undisputed fact that the appli

cants were appointed as Constable in Delhi Police

and in accordance with the relevant rules on a

temporary basis. As per the scheme, they have

to undergo training during the probation period

of two years which is liable to be extended upto

three years, and their services have been termi

nated during the probationary period. It is not

the' case of the applicants that they have comple

ted the probation period successfully. During

probation period it has come to the knowledge

of the Respondents that the applicants have secured

the employment by producing fake employment cards

at the time of recruitment in Delhi Police. Accord

ingly, their services have been terminated in
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X--' accordance with the rules.

4. Under Order 47 Rule 1 C.P.C.f a decision/

judgement/crder can be reviewed only if -

(i) it suffers from an error apparent

on the face of the record;

(ii) new material or evidence is discovered

which was n ot within the knouledge of

the parties or could not be produced

by that party at the time the judgement

was madSf despite due diligence; or

(iii) for any sufficient reason construed

to mean analogous reason.

5. The learned counsel for the applicant has

furnished two judgements of the Principal Bench of

this Tribunal which were not stated in the O.A. nor

cited at the Bar. The judgements were adduced subse«*

quent to the delivery of the judgement. The Supreme

Court, as early as 1975, in Chandra Kanta and another

vs. Sheik Habib ^1975 SC 1500^7 has held that once

an order has been passed by the Court, a review thereof

must be subject to the rules of the game and cannot

be lightly entertained. A review of a judgement is a

serious step and reluctant resort to it is proper

only where a glaring omission or patent mistake or

like grave error has crept in earlier by judicial
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fallibility.

6* A perusal of the review application Makes

it clear that none of the inQredisnts referred to

above have bean raada out to warrant a review.

Decisions of this Tribunal enclosed along with the

review application had not bean cited at the time

of hearing of the case or stated any where in the

avernmenta made in the O.A. Supreme Court in the

State of Uttar Pradesh vs. K.K. Shukla jTlJ Vol.1

1991 (l) SC 108_J7 has held that temporary Govt.

servant has no right to hold the post. His services

are liable to be terminated by giving him one

month's notice without assigning any reason either

under the terms of the contract providing for such

termination or under the relevant statutory rules

regulating the terms and conditions of the temporary
I

Government aervant etc. In the instant case, the

applicant's services have been terminated in accordance

with the rules without assigning any reasons and the

order of termination simplicitor does not assign any

reason. In the circumstances, we do not see any merit
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in the Review Application and the earned rejWtad

in circulation. The grounds raised in the Review

Application are wore germane For an appeal and not

for review . The Review Application is, therefore,

dismissed, r.a. in circulation.

(B.S. Hegde//?/V^^ (I K^otra)


