CENTRAL ADMINISTA~TIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

R.4.10.230/1992
IN OA No.355/89

DATE OF DEGISION _2-7- 1992

Central Engg. Class~Il Direct
Recruits Assoclation & Others

Yersus.

Union of India & Others

ORDER
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T - (Delivered by Hon'ble Shri I.P. Guptas, Member{a)
k- TR This rzview petition has been filed by the

petition@rs/applicant§ in O.A.ND.355 of 1989 whose
jgdgement was pronounced on 7-4-1992.
2. ‘The applicants have sought the review on
two grounds:
.i) The amendment of Rules providing for relaxae

tion provision under which the Central Govern-

menmt was-empowsred to relax, ‘in consultation

L iy . s C
with UPSC, any of the provisions of R.R. has
% T -~ ot been touched upan in the judgement.
and .
ii) * direction has besn given as to how seniority
\QJ : , of the applicants be determined.

3. The attenmtion is invited to para Ll of the
judgement where mention was mads about break down
of quqta rule and existehce.of relaxation provisions
in the Recruitment Ruies as brought out by.the Le grned

. Couqsei for the appliéant.i However, in parfa 22 er felows
sub-para 8, it was obszrved By this Bench that dis-

tortions had no doubt -developed in the guota rule
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in the case under consideration, as obserwed in

P.5. Mehal's case, but it could not be said that the
'perfopmanée of guota system had become impossible.
It was furthér obseryed that the promotiocn of the

applicants was made on ad hoc basis without prejudice

\

to regular sppointments on the basis of seniority list

Vhen finalised ,ergisee a&@' Gt m gl 1T could
gober
not therefore be said that promotions wsre made after
%  following the procedure p?escribed by the Rules.  In
these situations, the relaxation provision provided
in the Recruitment‘Rulé could nbt be relevant, keeping
'%JZ//“ h iﬁ view the various pronoﬁncements of the Hon'ble
Sup reme Coﬁrt me ntioned in the judgement.,
4. Further, it was mentioned in para 17 of the
judgeme nt thgt the provisional senioritf list
0f 23-7-1984 was not & settled one. The O.a. had
N requested for quashing the seniority‘list of 23—7-—84=$Qﬂ4&
- showed that lt was 01rculmted for generél Luformotlon +
and for inviting ObJpCthDS by 23<8«-84, Therkiore it
was observad in para 17 of the juwdgement thst it would
‘ot be proper to say at fhis‘stage whééher the-iﬁpugned
nlorlty list of 23-7~l964 shoxld be quashed or mot,
However, the subs:quént paragraphs went on to say that
since the question of misinterpretstion or correct inter-
pretation of the judgemsnt of the Supreme Court in the
.case of P.5. Mahal has been raised by the lesrned

Gounsels for the applicant and for the re spond ants

and since the judgement was referred to in the seniority

N

list of 3=T7=84, +the

Bench made some observetions

\
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in considerztion of varlous pronouncements of the
Hon'ble Suprems Court in the ceses relating to
Fota and quota for facilitating the determination

of the seniority by the respondants,
. in the above view of the matter, the case

does not mérit any review. It is settled that the

nrovisions relating to powver to review constitute

i- an exception to . the general rule that when once the

judgement is signed and pronoumed, it canrmot after-

words be altered or oddec to and hence the right to

.
review is rxwrc;agblﬁ ounly when the circum st;nces

are distinctly governed by ST atutory Qxcaptions;'
It is also sattled that:ithhé”errOr is not apparent
on the bas»o of the r_voro then in its absence, ..

——d

the judge eqt canrot be néy: Qmed

5. © In the circumstances, ths review petition-
} i1
«- . . 3 T
- L5 dismissed. - ¢
4y
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: ﬁ For ConoidfratL01.
Hon'ble Mrs. Justice Ram Pal Jlngn
VicQet rllrmdm(J)




