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U E R S U S

1  . UNION OF INDIA, through

Secretary

Ministry of Urban Development

Nirman Bhauan

NEW DELHI

2. DIRECTOR GENERAL OF WORKS

Central Public Works Department

Government of India

Nirman Bhauan

NEW DELHI

3 . PROJECT MANAGER 'C.E. ^

P . W . D .

M . S . 0 . ̂  u i I „d AjJ q

NEW DELHI

ORDER 'BY CIRCULATION^

In O.A. No.7B0'199B, the- applicant had sought

certain reliefs regarding his pay fixation and pension there

after on the- basis of his officiation in the post of Finance

Officer 'F.O.'*' with the respondents. It was held by the

impugned order that since the case of the applicant did not

fulfill the requirements of" FR 4 9^ e respondents

could not be said to have acted wrongly in rejecting the

belated representation. The present R.A. has been filed
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on the ground that the conclusion of the Tribunal is erroneous

on the face of record.' In the R.R., the grounds adduced

in the O.A. have been reiterated and it has been argued that

since the reuieui petitioner had performed additional duties

and taken on higher responsibility and because written orders

had been issued, he came within the ambit of FR suib-rufe

and was entitled to the relief sought for. A reference has

also been made to a judgement of the Supreme Court reported

in JT 1 996 \/ol.9 p.ASB, J U 0 H I S T E R _ M 0 H A N T Y _ V S S T A T E _ 0 F _ 0 R I S S A .

2- !■ haue considered the matter carefully. What the

review petitioner wants is to go over the same grounds as

agitated in the O.A. The conclusion reached by the Tribunal

may well be wrong in the eyes of the applicant but his remedy

for that does not lie in a review petition but through an

appeal in the appropriate forum. There is no 'error on the

face of record which has been pointed out. A review can

be considered only where a glaring omission or patent mistake

or like grave error has crept in earlier by judicial fallibi

lity. A mere repetition of old and overruled arguments,

a  second trip over ineffectually covered ground or minor

mistake of inconsequential import are obviously insufficient.
'  V

'CHANDRA KANTA & ANR. US. SHEIK HABIB, AIR 1 97 5 SC 5 0 0 .

ri° ground for considering a review has

been made out, this R.A. is dismissfed. No costs.
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