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Thic i a Review Petition u/3 22 of the zdminiztrarive

Tu

Tribunpsls Act, 19285, seslking a revisw of a decision rendersd
by us in Ca 434/24 on 6,1.95.

2 We hawe heard the leafned 2ouanzsel for the pet it iconer
and the learnsd 2oinssl for the respondents and have gone
through the recomds of the cafe very carefullr.

3. Tha main thrust of the arguments of the lzarned counsel
for the pestiticpmer is that due to non-preparation of £he
correct seniority list /eligibility list, the petitioer's case
for oonsidersticn £ prometion to the post of chi:zf Enginser

=z ig mach sznior on

iz 1lilely to be adverzely gfrejudized az h

the post of Superintending Enginecer in the Junior administrstive
Grade., The conktentions of the pstiticoner are that he had

nit ohallenged any szlestion proczdure. In fact, there has
heen an illegality on ths face oFf the record sinse the rules

on the bazis of whisch the seniority list ought to have been

(Moran Mar Basselios 2ztholicd2s a2nd ancother v. Most Bev. Mar
Poulose athanasius and others), ak page 540, wherzin their

pLordehip of the Supreme Sourt made the £ollocwing observiaticons =
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"The majority juigenents, there fors, are
defective on the face 28 them in that they
Aid nt e £z tw\»l' Azal with and dstermine
an impcrtant izsue in the czse on which
depends the title of the plaintiffe znd the
maintainability of the suit. Ihlb, in our
cpinion, is certainly an error apparent on
the face of the record."

4. We find .no foraos in the contenticon of the learned
counse l £or the petitionsr thst the judgemsnt has been given
on izcues which were not even raized by the petitionsr. All
the points raiszd in the 02 were daly congidered and evamined.
A Adzcision canndt be interfered with by way of review if the
gams is ey erronsous on merits. The petiticner has not
M/ A
ﬁhnllangvd the decisicn in this review petition on the ground

. and important
of Adiscovery of neyw/matter or evidznose which, after the

. exercize of due diligenes, counld not be pradused by him at the

time when the impugned ordsr was made.
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5e We do not £ind any error appar rent on the fgze of the

t'E!

rzcords 2r any other ground falling within the purview of

Crdzr-47 rule-l of the Civil Procedurs Code justifying a

—

revizw 2f the impagned Jecisizn. This Review Petition has no
forece and it is dismissed,
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