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~

- For the Respondents: Mr. P.K. Arora, Advecate.
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D.‘pURFAYASTHA, M

"

Heard Id. Advocates ﬂf beth the parties over an appllcatlon
. for rev:ew of the judgement dated 15.9,97 passed in OA 1198 of 19¢6
on the gr@und that the Tribunal did not take notice of.the jucge=~
ment of the Hen'ble Apex Court at the time of passing of the judge-
ment dated 15,9.97 and it was wrongly obderve thet the aprlicant

was appeinted in a tcmpnrary status of Gangman' though he was holding

“the pGSt of Regular Naterlal Clerk for 14 years.,.

A
2. We find that the applicant originally claimed that he was
appointed as Regular Materigl Clerk. But respondents submltd&hat
the applicent wa;hg;ldlng the ?@ﬁ$@éényr§§3%as of Material Clerk,
It is also stated by the respondents that on 20.10.1994 he wes

absorbed in a permsnent pest of Gangman. Aprlicent could not produce

- 2ny scrapq of peper to show us that he wes appointed as Regyler

Materiel Clerk as claimed in the aprlication,

COn‘td....‘



3. Ld. Advocate Nr. Chatterjee submits that since aprlicant

- did not file any appeal hefore the Aprellste Autherity ageinst the

impugned order which is under review, the Tribunal is bound te

revise the judgement ¢n the grounds stated above,

4. We are unable to accept the contention as raised by 1d.

Advocste Mr. Chstterjee for the applicant; Because,; in the absence

of material evidence it cannot be said that applicent was appointec
as regular Mateial Clerk, So, it cannot be said that there is
error appsrent on the face of the judgement, The pewer of reviéw
is_rather circumscribed under the previsions of law. No jﬁdgeméht
can be re-appreciated or reviewed by the Tribunaluunless there i§
material error esprarent on the face of the judgeﬁent. In view of
the aforesasid reason, we de not find any justificationAfor invoking
@éwer of review in this apprlication. Hence, tﬁe aprlicetion is

rejected.
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