IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL = BENCH

NEW DELHI. \
RA 207/97 in O& 1793/92 <§i:)

Neu Delhi this the 2{ th day of September, 1997

Hon'ble Shri S.R. Adige, Mice Chairman (A)
Hon'ble Swt,Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (J)

Dr.Vandita Bansal

Central Government Health Scheme,
Meerut

¥/0 Dr.u.C, Bansal

R/0 43, Sector 37,

NOIDa
) M.)plic snt

Vs,
Union of India through

1 The Secretary(FY«1) B
Oepartment of Defence Preoduction
Ministry of Defence,Sena Bhawan,
Neu: Dslhi-11

2, Director Gensral,
Ordance Factory Service
Ordance Factory Board
10-A Auckland Road,
Calcutt 5-700001

«+« Respondents

O RDER (Jy Circulaticn)

L

(Hon'tle Smt.Lakshmi Sueminathan, Member (3)

We have Careully considered the grounds tgken

in the Review Application praying for reviey of the
orcer dated 16,7.,97 and to haar the applicant before
allowing the OA with costs of the reviey petiticn,

2, The impugned order dated 16,7.,97 is e reasoned
one given after perusing the plaadings/as none® had
appearsd on behalf of ths applicant yhen ths case was
Called out, None had appeared for the respondents either,
The applicant has sought tg ré-agrgue the case in the
revieu application, In the garb of the reviey petition,
the applicant aectually s=secks to appeal against our
judgment /order for uhich reviey application does not
lia, It is settled position (See Chandra Kanta V.Sheikh
Habib (1975 SC 1500) that" a revieu of a Juigment 1is



.
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\

a sérious step and reluctant resort to it ig prfoper only
where a glaring emiassion or patent mistaks or like grave

mistake has crept in earlier by judicial fallibility,n

3. Cn perusal of the Reviey application we do not
find that there is any errer apparent on ths face of
the record or other sufficient grounds as provided
under Order 47 Rule 1 CAC under which alons a reviey
of a decision/order/judgment of the Tribunal is pormissible:
The applicant has contended that the respondent; have

15 incorrect el
tried to mislead the Court uhichédoes not show that there
is any error apparent on the face of the record, On the
merite of the case, we find ro good grounds to allow
the revieu application to enable the applicant tc be
heard agasbh on the sams grounds uhich have alre:dy been
considsred in the impugned judgment,
4, In the facts and circumstances mentioned
above, wue are of ths viey that neither any error gpparent

on the face of the record nor new facts havs bsen brought
to our notics Calling for reviesw of the impugned order

dated 16,7.97, Reviey Application is,theraforas,

reject ed,
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(Set,.Lakshmi Suaminathan) ( S.R. Adige )
Member (J) Vice Chairman (A)



