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DiAted this the 2.1 day

REVIEWAPPLICATIONNO.• 50 OF 1996

of .Ianus r y , 1997

IN

Original Application No. 229 of 1992

v. K •• Tewa r i Versus Union of Indi. and others-------_._-_._,-

C/A Sri Bas hi s ht Teward ,

This sp,)licution seeks review of judgment

s nd order da t ed 17.11.1995 by which O.AD NOo229/92 W<i6'

dismissed.

In the .foresaid O.A., applicant was

initi~lly recruited as Assist~nt Lecturer (Engg ) in

Mechanical dep ar-tment , As there was no promotio~{"venuE?

f r om thci1t post, he was later absorbed in the Electrical

department on the post of Assistant Shop Superintendent.

The cJntroversy in this c~se related to the question

as to whether the Past service of the applicant as

Assi st arrt Lecturer (Engg) should be rec koned with, f orrt he

assignment of his seniority on the Clbs.ption in the

...1 ec t r Lc a l departmen t . After considering the ri veal

pleadings, the Tribunal held that since the iit~plic~ntts

p¢ transfer to dn0ther cadrev~s not 0n administrative

ground, but in his own interest, the benefit of P st

service could not have be en qran t ed fo r the purpose of

seniority in the department in which he WdS l ••ter
abs or bsd ,
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3. We have gone through the submi ssi,ons
made in the review application. This application has beer

~. filed after the period of limitation. Even otherwise
the s ubrai.s si ons made in the review df-plication would
indicate that the app li.c an t is challenging the judgment
and order dated 17.11.1995 on the ground thJ:'c onc l.us ions
reac had were er ren eous in the f act s and ci rcuns tac nes
of the case.
4. The judgment and order already delivered
can bereviewed only •..if it is shown to suffer from
~ny -p~tentt error apparent on the face of the record
or in Cdse new f~6~iS brought out warr.nting such
review, provided such facts could not be brought out
earlie despite exercising due diligence.

'>

I

.~

5. In the review application, there is
nothing to indicate th.t the impugned judgment and
order suffers from any error app~rent on the face of
record. No new fact has also not been brought out,
which would warrant review of the judgment and order
~ lready de live red . If the a tlp Li.carrt feels t hat the
conclusion reached in the .foresaid judgment is
erraneous, the remedy wou Ld lie in filing an i: peal.

6. This reyiew application has no merit
and is dismissed accordingly.
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