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Chief Medical Officer. It is further said that his

another application for appearing in 1985 examination

was forwarded to the Staff Selection Commission on
20.4.1985 but there was no occasion for the applicant

to make specific reference of those applications in

the original peti?ion. In our opinicn, the applicant
should have known that it was necessary for him to

prove that he had sought further opportunity for appearing

at the examination. Indeed, the learned counsel for

the applicant had referred to an ea;lier decision of

this Bench to show that when opportunity was scught to
appear at the further examination,the Tribunal had

ordered the opportunity to be given. The point is that
the -applicant cannot be said to have discovered a new

material in support of his claim which was not available

to him at the time when the application was filed or
heard. It is not possible to consider such material

Nnowe.

4. The seccond ground is that the Tribunal did
not consider the question of discrimination against the
applicant inasmuch as adhoc amployees junior to the
applicant had been allowed to continue in the post on
adhoc basis whereas the services of the applicant wers
terminated. The contention is not corrzct becausé,
the instance of Smt. Parvinder Kaur was referrzd to

by the applicant in this connection and was considered

in para 3 of the judgement, It was specificalli?ﬂ

by us that the applicant's grievance was that %
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