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Km. Sushila Ahuja & another | ..;;; b
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. Hon'ble S. Zaheer Hasan, V.C.
= s Hon 'ble Ajay Johri, A.M. o]
}i;q{" (Delivered by Hon, Ajay Johri, A.M.) iﬁ
o This is an application seeking review of our
i{ ' : orders passed on 25.9.1987 in Registration (C.A.) Nei L?
%g_'* 576 of 1987, Km. Sushila Ahuja & another v. Union of {
_r India & others. The grounds for seeking review are :
o (a)  That the counter affidavit of K.C.
_fg.;_ - Srivastava was wrongly taken into considera-
T ol 8‘/ tion by us.
i (b) That we had wrongly taken inte consi-
& deration tt the Lady Searchers were Mlnistari—
53  al Officers instead they belonged to the 2
| Executive cadre, thus the proceedings of tha-ggu

alleged DPC was not at all material in decid-
ing the question of absorption and regularisa-
tion of the applicants. No DPC was raquiraﬁ-'{'
to be held to regularise the Cost Recovery ;
Inspe ctor.

(c) That no interview was neeassar? hy_g?f?
DPC according to the procedure for functio
of DPC, and we did not consider thet the
proceedings of the DPC were to be based on
ahjeetiwe data and sinee thpmt uas ;
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and there is nothing that prﬁ%iéQ5  
preparation of ad hoc panel and no

proceedings of Departmental Prﬁceedlngs hic
have been considered by us. Opportunity far
rebuttal should have been given,

(£) The significance of Annexure '3' of the
claim petition was not properly appreciated

by us and no finding has been given regarding
the effect of this document.

(g) That the aforementioned important
relevant facts had escaped our attention

which needs to be reconsidered and our judgmen"
needs to be reviewed,

25 In the rejoinder affidavit the applicants
have challenged the procedure adopted by the Departmental
Promotion Committee in regard to interviewing the
candidates and that the suitability should have been
judged and various other factors, e.g. physical fitness,
training, experience, etc. They have also reiterated
their contentions that the affidavit of K.L. Srivastava
should not have been considered, and that the Executive }
and Ministerial quotas for promotion to Inspectors'’
grade should have been separate, The selection should

have been done in accordance with the 1979 rules. They E

have further sald that they should have been told the
preceadings of the Dupartmnntal Pr@mﬁtian |



4. A review is possible only if :
a patent error of fact or law wh«ﬁ@sﬂ i
nts being neec

wi thout elaborate arg

it is needed, Such applications should &Iﬁﬁ}f%iJ

four corners of the principles for review of jﬁd%d

e which are :-

1 i) Discovery of new and important matter
1 . of evidence which,after exercise of due dili-
58 gence, was not within the knowledge of the
| party or could not be produced by him at the
time when the case was heard. |
zi'-. ii) Some mistake or error apparent on the
ke face of record.
iii) For any other sufficient reason.
f 5. The grounds for review as enumerated in the
&
i application for review and the rejoinder do not bring out
’ & gq//’ any error apparent on the face of record or any new facts
that were not in the knowledge of the applicants at the
time this case was heard. The reading of the review
| applicetion and the submissions made by the learned
Eif counsel for the petitioners shows that the petitioners

want us to sit over and hear the appeal of our judgment.

~about the affidavit filed by K.L. Srivastava. In the

:::::

re joinder also nothing has been stated about it. It

knowledge of the petitioners at that time. It is
not an error apparent on the face of record or a
error. The same applies to other grﬂ“ﬁ§§,§1r7
'L"?ﬁ; ﬁi§&@ i
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could prejudice the case of the applicants.....”s

show that there was any irregularity or iiu
committed bY the B&pirt-mﬁnta j P‘rmgti@n Comm3i -

Vi If a person could not be empanelled, h&fliiﬂ

t0 be reverted whdt was necessary to see 1s whe ther

DPC had faultered in not selecting the applicants. We we

. -: l

= |

satisfied that this was not so. In para 8 we said that N

B ...Ne do not find that justice has suffered ana F
the applicants have been reverted illegally..canesasslihney

were not empanelled and they were not found suitable and,
therefore, they were reverted and for this the applicants

cannot claim that they have been discriminaeted against....

* & @ B & @ @

8. We have ¢given due consideration to all other
contentions of the learned counsel for the applicants,
who argued at length in support of his contentions. The
arguments made were as if they were an appeal from our
earlier judgment. A review application cannot be a
replacement of a proceeding for appeal. For appeal the
forum is not this Tribunal. Most of the contentions rais&éé
now are reagitation of the entire matter on its merits.

This is not within the scope of a review,., There has ﬁ@,h@é?

a 'glaring ommission' or 'patent mistake' or grave erreor
that should have crept in by judicial fallibility. i;jff"
find no such element. It should be withaéut elibﬂﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁv_J:

sustain a review application. A review cannot
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Dated: January




