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Rey .~.I?!.i cation No. 34 of 19~5
.lli

QJ.:igin~.e..e!.i ca ti on No. 1519 ..Qf 1992

Allahabad thi s the __ 2.---_b_" /_')i:;_' _ day of ~~.J 1995

Hon' ble Mr. S.Das GJpta, MernbertA)
Hontble Mro~sbir S. Dhaliwal, Member(J)

Amrit Lal Maurya, S/o Sri Sunder Le I Maurya, Ala
21 years R/ 0 Village and POst Bighara Usnanpu r,
Tehsil chat L, Di stt s AlLaha bdd;

Appl ; cant 0

By Advocate Shri satish Dwivedi

Versus .~
Union of India and Others

Respondents.

By Hon t ble Mr. Jasbir S. Dhaliwal, M3mberui.,

Shri Amrit Lal Maurya ha s filed

this petition praying for a review of the judge-

ment cia ted 23.12 .1994 -la s pa ssed by thi s Court.

The record@ has been ~perused and the

grounds rai sed have been con sidered. The pe ti tioner

was working as a Bunglow Peon under Inspector of

works at Allahabad w.e.f. 09.12.1991 whose services

were 't ezm.lna't ed vide orders dated 19• .10.1992. te

had challenged the same on various grounds which

were considered ih detail in light of the rules

and the laWJ appli cable to the casual labour and
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the petition was dismissed finding no Lnf Lzmr ty

or illegality in the te rmt na ta on of his services.

2. The peti tioner seeks review on

the ground that despite admission by the respon-

~dents of re quirement of a noti ce in wri ting
has

the Couri.fi decided this question wrongly, that

the peti tioner had a cquired temporary status having

worked continuously for 307 days and, thus, his

services could not be t ermi ne t ed in the manner

these have been done wi thout following the

pro cedure 0 f tennina tion of temporary employees

tha t t he Court ha s not considered prcper.l Y» th3t

the petitioner was terminated without applying

wi th the pr cv.i sion~f Se.ction 25 F 0 f I.D. Act,

1947, that the petitioner being a Bunglow Peon

could not be considered as a casual labour in

'Ii-

pz oj e ct and thi s que stion has al&o been wrongl y

decided by the Tribunal. These are the main

grounds on which the review of the Judgement

is sought saying that the Court has commi t ted

error in his judgement lI'klich is apparent on the

face of the record.

3. A reading of the j udqern errt (Annexuze-s L)

shows that all these points were re Lse d by the

petitioner which were duly considered in detail.

Review by a Court of its own judgement ha s a very

•••••••••••• pq, 3/-



:: 3 ..• •

limi ted scope. The Court cannot si t a s a Court

of Appeal to re-consider the same facts and cont-
grounds

entions :raLs&ei on the sameLall over again. Even

if, it is shown that Court has ~eached a

wrong conclusion, th= remedy is by way of eppee l , .

Review application wCQld not be maintainable.

4. We have. however, considered the

l5{uestion s re i, sed, onae agai n and do not find that

any error has been committed by the Court. It

is un-necessary to deal with all the points again

a s these have been deal t wi th in annexure ~l, the

earlier judgement. Suffice it to say that we do

not find any merit in this review application, the

'j'

same is di.smissed as such.

~ /i\--~~
ember (.I) Member(A) 11

/M.M./


