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This review petition-has been'filed by the

petitioner / applicant, in OA .1382 of 1939 vjhose

judgment v/as pronounced on iS>.5-1992»

2. The grounds covered in the re vie v; application

are generally repetitions of grounds covered in the

0.A, and the arguments in the- course of hearing. '

3. It has already been mentioned iti the judgement-

th^t the assessments of A.C*Fls of all Officers upto

1936 were do ne' uniformly • in tv.^ batches on tvio occ a- •

sions. This cannot be said to be a case of discrimi

nation.

4. Regarding the assessment of merit of the

applicant vis-a-vis other eligible' officers together,

it may be pointed out tjiat since the number of officers

to be considered is large, the procedure adopted under

the Senior Staffing Scheme vvas that ACRs wsre assessed

by a Screening Committee eomprising four Secretaries

to Government of India. Each Secretary, gavs his own

overall grading iiVrespect of each officer under consi».
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d-?i.ii,iOn o;i p -ru-ial or /-JLl these vi re tabul ated

i:i:' csoul i-te.i statement shov\ed the assessment of each

desretary. ihe statement vas considered by the Civil

services Board. Ihe applicant's n.C.as ranged from

average to good in the tabular state me rrt, whereas the

others vyio were selected either in the batch of 23 or

in that of o had either very good or outstanding reaorts

accoiding to the asses'sment of various Secretaries to

the Government of India. The applicant WoS not founo

suitable even on review in Septerrjber/Octobnr, 1987.

Thsse oMervnio.ls already been maoe 1.-, par., 8

oi the judgement.

s. Promotion to a higher grade is not a mattSr of

right. Th. ap,.:licant has a right to be considered for

promotion a;id ho ..,as so considered. Consideration ir.

tw batches did not affect his interests, .tne junior

to him 1,1th assessed grading similar to his or inferior

to his was s iected in either b.3tch. The Bench can.not

substicuto its assessment reg,,roi:ng the grading of the
Officsr for tha assassme.-rt of the appropriatiee executive
author ity by going through the of selected or no.n-
selected persons more so vife n In our opinion, there is
no malcuide or iarbitrariness in th-'s r s +

Ail tn_b tc warrafvt

interferanee ,

k . It is settled that the provisions relating to
po«,r to review constitute an exception to the ge.d=r.al
'inie th.t when once the judg.amen:, is slgred and ,,ro.-Kun=ed
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it cannot ..'afterwards be altered or odded to and

hence the right to re(sriew is exercisable only v.he n

the' circumstances 'are distinctly governed by sjtatutory
• I \ '

exceptions. It is also settled that if the error is

•not apparent on the of the record,' then in its

ab se nce^ the j ud ge me nt canno t be revie -.ve d .

V. In the circumstances, the reviev/ petition is

dismissed.

(I.P. GUPTA) , ,
iViil'JBHti (a)

For consideration.

Mon'ble .'>/!r. Justice Ram Pal Singh,
Vice-Ch airman (J)


