CENTRAL ADMINTSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCTPAI BENCH

RA'ﬂp.172/98 in OA No.2187/1997 and 0A No. 2188797

wa Dn]hw this st Sentembher, 1998

Hon "ble Shri T.N. Bhat, Member(J) .
Hon"ble Shri s.p. Biﬂwas,'M@mber(A)

0A No.?7187/1997
1. Mrs, Duragesh Nandini .

DD(E), Doordars shan, Mumbai -
Z. Shri s.N. Singh

DOCE), Doordarshan, Mumhd]
3. Md. Khamaruddin
© DDC(E)Y, Doordarshan, Mumbai
4. Shri- VPhkdt Ramana Rao

SE, Doordarshan, Anmtnur
5. Shri J.K. Fhandvra

- 8E, Dooroarghan Ahmedabad

6. Mr%i Nehe %wamll ,
. SE, Doordarshan, Ahmedabad
7. Shri S.K.Sinhg

Sk, Doordarghan, Baroda

8. Bhri I M. Kharche

SE, Doordarshan, Baroda

A, Bhri 6.5, Subramanian
SE, Doordarshan,‘Bangalore .

10. Shri Deepak Toshi . _ : ’ ’
SE, AIR, Ahmedabad

7. Shrj Javaprakash Rabuy
-SE, ATR, RHUJT = _ .

t2. shri B. soni =~ - \
SE,'HPTfDoordarghan, Cuttack .. Apnlicants

04 No.2188/1997

1. Shri vipul KU1§hfd tha
C8E, DD Kendra, Aizwal o CApplicant

(By Shri B.S. Jain, Advocate) .
versius
Union'of India, through
1. Secretary - 4
o Ministry of Tnformation 3 Broadeasting
Shastri Bhavan, New Delhi :
2. Director General
ATl TIndia Radio .
New Delhj ‘ -+ Respondents
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Hon ble shri s.P. Biswas -
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This . RA has been filed .bY the applicant

‘agaﬁnsi the common' order and jpdgement dated

20.7.98 nassed in OA$ 2187 and 2188/97- the

operative portion of which reads 8% under :

For reasons in npara 5, 13 and 720,

(1) ¥
Regpondents are directed to convene
review npc for considering promotion
of the applicant% of both the 0AS Lo
the post of Senior Time geale and 1n
cane found fit. they <hall he
) ' entitled to have gheir cenior ity
rafixed from the dates thelr Auniors

were Dromoted:

~ gii) For the regions recorded in paras 15
Tto 19, applicants Cwill not be
entitled £ oon%eauential penefits

in terms of, arrears of pay altc. :

?1 Aﬁ Lhe outsetgAit ;e made clear that the scope‘
of review 'is very 1imited. The.Tribunal 35 not
vested with any 1nherenf power of review. 1t
exerqiseé that éower under order &7 éule 1 of cPe
whicﬁ.mermits review if‘there_is (1) discovery of &
new and ~imp6rtant piece nf‘evidence, which inspite

of due diligence was notb available with the review

e \3pplioant at the time of~h@aring_qr when the order
was made: (2) an erraor apbarent on the face of‘the
record or'(%).any other analogous qrdund. we find
none of these iﬁqredients 'are.available 'in"the
‘& hresent review applioatién.
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3, Again  as ﬁér.law 1aid down by the apex oourt
in. the case of Chandra Kanta.& Anr. Vs. | Sheik
Hahib AIR 1975 SC 1500, review of & Gudogment i3 a
serious step and reluctaﬁt resort to 1t ia proper
only where @ glaring omiﬁsion or patent mistaxKe or
like arave error has crept in éarlier-by‘ Judicial

fallahility. Nhviously, we do not fingd any &rror
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apparent on the face of the record/djudgement.
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WOl d alzo like to reiterate  that a i€
applicant cannot reargue the case decided on
merits. The review petﬁtion@r'her@in ceakse to do
=0 and has to be depricated.

4, For the easons stated shove, the RALZ

summarily reijected. No aosts.
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(5, BT iwas) (T.N. Bhat)

Mambar (A) Mambher { 1)
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