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Tho applicant haa aought raviaw of tha Judgaiiont
¥

datad 1•5.1992 in uhich ha haa aaaailad tha award of

annual raoarka for tha yaor 19B9. Tha ground takon by

tha applicant in thia Raviaw Petition is that thora ia

an srror apparent on tha record of tha Judgaoant. In

ground No.1, tho applicant haa atatad that thora ia no

notarial on record to ahow that applicant'a ropraaantation

datad 1•9.1990 waa replied to hia. Thia haa already boon

discuaaad in tho body of the judgaaant aa tha denial by

tha raapondanta was not replied to in tho rajoindor to

contradict thia fact. Para 2 of thagrounds only rafars

to certain facts which have already bean diacussad in

tha judgonont. Siailarly ground No.3 rafora to of not

taking note of background of Annaxura A-5 (para 4*15 of

the OA) but what ia written therein aa a notiva for giving

advorao ronarka haa already boon diacuaaad in the bbdy

of tho judgonont. It ia aloe atatad in thia ground that

tho raviswing/controlling officara docidad firat to wait
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for the outcone of pending caeee end then to reject the

representation, Thia is only an inagination on the part

of the applicant to allege such fact. In fact, what the

applicant aaeailed in the OA was the award of the adverse

reearka far the year 1989, A reeark against the applicant

was that involvaeant of the applicant in research

endeavours is United, This particular renark was given

to
by those who had the occasion^^assess the work of the

applicant as a Scientist and this natter has been fully

discussed in the body of the Judgsnsnt,

As per the provisions of Order 47, Rule 1 of

the CPC, a decisien/judgenent/erder can be rsviewedt-

(i) if it suffers fron an error apparent o^t^the face

of the record; or

(ii) is liable to be reviewed on account of discovery

of any new naterial or evidence which was net

within the knowledge of the party or could not

be produced by hin at the tine the Judgenent was

nade, despite due diligence; or

(iii) for any other sufficient reason construed to

nean "analogous rsasen",

I do net find that the case of the applicant

follows on any of the ground. The Review Application

is, therefore, devoid of nerit and is disnissed, ^
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