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CENTRAL ~~IN IS TRATIVE TRIBUNAl. 
PRINCIPAL BENCH 

NEW DELHI 

R.A.No.123/94 in O.A.No,253/B9 

New Delhi, this *Y 11th of August,- J 1994. 

Hon'ble Shri S.K.Ohaon, ActingChairman(J) 
Hon'ble Shri P.T.Thiruvengadam, "ember(A) 

Shri D.R.S,Yadav 
a/o Shri Parshadi Singh Yadav, 
H.No.B-31, Gali No.2, 
West Chander Nagar, Delhi-51 
(By Shri R.P.Oberoi, Advocate) 

Vs. 

Union of India: through 

1. Secretary, 
~inistry of Human 
Resource Development & 
Department of Culture, 
jhastri B~wan, New Delhi 

2. Director General, 
Archaeological Survey of India, 
Janpath, New Delhi. 

By circulation 

ORO'R 

. . 

Hon1 ble Shri P.TtThiruvengadam 1 "ember(A), 

•• Applicant. 

•• Respondents. 

This Review Application has been filed for considering 

the order passed on 4-3-1994 in o.A,No,253/B9. 

2. The following issues have been specifically raise~: 

(i) General principles or seniority as laid down 

in O.PI.No.J0/44/48-Apptts dated 22-6-1949 

issued by the Ministry of Home •ffairs were 

being followed in Archaeological ;;iurvey of 
11 + 7--· 

India till 1-1-19~ only after which revised 
c-4_ 

inst ructic.ns issued in 1959 were adopted, 

(ii) One Shri ;;;."oh~. Vali had be.:n given the 

benefit of war/military service rendered by 

hi~ from 16-9-43 to 4-10-53 on his re-deploy•ent 

in the aa~ne Archaeological Survey of India 

arganisation, 

3. lie regards the first issue, the respondent• nave 

already averred in para 4.20 of their reply that the seniority 
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of the applicant has been correctly fixed under the 1949 

principles. It is also relevant to note that the provisions 

in the Office l'teaorandum No.4252/56-CS(C) dateA 18-7-56 

issued by the l'tinistry of Hoae Affairs, New Delhi and 

Office l'teaorandum No.11/15/72-Estt(D) dated 28-6-72 issued 

by the Department of Personnel, New Delhi have a direct 

impact with regard to counting of military service. The 

extent of applicability of these Office l'te11orandums has 

already been discussed in the order passed on 4-3-1994. 

4. A a regards the second issue with regard to S .Plod. Vall, 

reference was made in the order passed in the O.A. to the 

state11ent made by the respondents in para 4.19 that the 
\ 

case of Shri s.l'tohd.Vali was not on all fours with that 

of the applicant. In the rejoinder filed by the appl icc&nt 

it has been stated that the denial statements of the 

respondents are incorrect and aisleading. #\part fro11 
~ ~--r ~ 

this, no stage t.:.r 11aterial- been placed to bring out 
" d. 

the identical situation b.,tween the applicant and s ... ohd.Vali 
.../ 

as repeatedly claiaed. 

s. There are some other issues raised in the Review 

Application but these have already been considered at the 

ti11e of disposal of the O.A .• 

6. In AIR 1979 SC 1047 it has been held as under:-

11There are definite li11its to the exercise 

of the power of review. The power of review 

11ay be exercised on the discovery of new and 

importe~nt matters or evidence which, after 

the exercise of due eiligence was not within 

the knowledge of the person seeking the review 

or could not be produced by him at the ti11e 

when the order was •ade; it may be exercised 
where so11e mistake or error apparent on the 

face of the record is found, it 11ay also be 
exercised on any analogous ground. But it 

•ay not be exercised on the ground that the 

decision was erroneous on its •erits. That 

would be the province of a court of appeal. 

A power of review is not to be confused 
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with appellate power wh~ch may enable the 

appellate court to correct a 11 manner or 

errors committed by the Subordinate Court.• 

Since in this Review Kpplic~tion the grounds advanced do 

not satisfy the above requirements to invoke the power 

or review, this Review ~pplicaticn is dismiss e... Thera 

will be no orders as to costs. 

(P.T.THIRUVENG~OA~) 
Plemb er (A). 

• 

Acting 
( ~.O.HAON ) 
J;:~rMn(J). 


