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- This review petition has been filed by the

ﬁétitioner./ aﬁplicanttin Ca Mp.138B2 of 1989 whose
judgment was pronounced 011-_15-'-5—3'.992.

é. 'Yhé grbunis covered in the rsview‘application
are genarally repetltlons of grou- nds covered in the

AN

0.4, and the arguments in the course of hesring. -

3. I has already bzen mentionsd in the judgement\

" that the assessments of A.C.Hs of all Officers upto
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1986 wers done uniformly. in two batches on two occa-
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sions. This cannot be said tc be a cause of discrimi-

nation, ‘ \ »

4, Regarcing the asscssmert of merit of the

apolicant viswaz=vis other ellgnb e officers together,
it may b2 pointed out that since the number of officers
to be considered is large, ke procedurs adopted under

.,

the Senior flng Scheme was that ACRs wers assessed
by -a Screening Committee somprising four "Ecretariés

to Government of India. Each Secretary, gdve his own

overall grading in re respect of each officer under consim
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deration on oirusel of AaJo.is.  All these v pe tabul ted
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fe Laoultso statement showed the ass=ssment of each
Szcretary. The stetement was Considarsd by the Civil
sirvices Board. The gpplicent's .0 .3s rangad from
average to geod in the tabul:r statement, whersas the
others who wers selected eithsr in the batch of 23 or

in that of 6 had either very good or outstaending resorts
according to the assessment of vorious cretaries to
the overiment of Indisg. The applicant wés not found
suitable eve: on revizw in September/ﬁctobcr, 1987,
These otservations huwe alre ody been made in Dar« 38

ol the judgemsnt.

5. Promotion to a higher grade is not a mattér of
right. The ap-licant haus right to bz cons.dered for
promotion and he wis so considered. Consideration ir
two batches did not affect his interests., MNone junior
to him with assesszd greding similur to his or inferior
te his was s:lacted in either batch. The sench ¢annot
substitute its assessment Tegaruing the gradlng of the
Officer for th: ass:ssment of the soropriative execut ive
author ity by going through the ACAas of selsacted or none

selectad pvrsons more so whzn ia our opinion, there is

no malai ide or arvitrariness in this c.sz t¢ Warr ant

interferance.
b . It is settlzd that the srovisions relating to
pPowWer tc review constityte 30 e2xcestion to tha general

dule thut whe~ once the judgement is signed and promounced
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- it canrot Bfterwards be altersd or sdded to and :

hence the right to regiew is exercisable only when

the circumstances 'are distinclly governed by statutory
E ( : |
exceptions. It is also settled that if the error is

‘not apparent on the"g%E%s of the record, then in its

absenceyiﬂ the judgement cannot be reviswed. .

7. In the circumstances, the review petition is

dismissed.,
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For considerastion.
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