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Date 	of 	Order 	: 
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This review application has been directed 8ai1V5tthe 

Order 	dated 27.3.1996 passed 	in O.A. 	No 	110 	of 1994. 	That' apli— 

• cation was filed by 48 	app1icants-joint1y with the prayer that 

their pay be stepped up on par with that of the respondent 	,o. 	4, 

• ho was promoted as Fitter Cr—B with effect from 27.31985 drawing 

higher pay. The application was dismissed 	for lack of merit, 

2. 	The present applicants, 	who are the originalapp1icants 

in the O.A, 	now filed this application narrating the flacts 	[f' the 

case once Sgain. 	They have contended that mere perusi of the 

two findings namely, para 4 of the present judgement and per5 of 

the 	Judgement 	in O.A. 	1024/91 	will show that 	the Tribuiial.dicflr,dt 
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effedtively de5l  with the ahd determine the important 	ié1ue in 
the pd8ent case. a s  to whether the applicants were sinhlr1y 

situated persons with those of the bPOI. irapts in the 	124/91. 

They have further averred that in order to avoid stagñatin, 

selectionr'grade was introduced which is not a promotjcn'ut mere 

re—designation of the 	Fitter 	in the selection grade. The 	pp 1  j— 

cants Cantomd that the Iribunal has 	ml 	ead:. 	rrJ 	ikstued the 
facts of the C9SO with those of the C8S$ of the appijcLtjn the 
D.A. 	102 4/ 91. 

3. 	
P review application is distinct and different 	m a 

petition of appeal. Consequent,, an application for re,ie!j has 

a very limited Scope. Such an application can be allowd, only 

when there is an error apparent on the face of the record dr there 

Hhas been any discovery of fact or information subsequenty hich 

could not be produced by the party earlier despite due dlience, 

But a review application cannot be utilised for the purpose of 

having a forum for getting the matter re_heard. In this cokectjon, 

the observation made by the Hon'ble Apex Court in the case o - 

Nàrthern Indi8  Caterers ( India) Ltd, Vs Lieutenant Gove
i

nokl l  091h1, 

reported in AIR: 1980 SC 674, is relevant. In that case, her 

Lor1dshi3 held that - it is well—settled that a party is notientjtlecj 

to seek a review of a Judgernent delivered by the Cout merel for 

the purpose of a re—herjnq and a fresh decision of the dase The 

normal principle is that a Juclqernent pronounced by the CoUrtjs 

final and a departure from a principle is justified only wemnircum. 

stance of a substantial natue and compelling character make 

necessary to d0 
 so, P Similar view was taken by the same Honle 

Court in the case of - Smt, Ileera Bhanj Vs. Srnt. Nirmala Kurnar,, 

reported in 1994 (4) Scale 985 and also in A.T. Sharma's case 	ported 
in RIR 1979 SC 1047, 	 . 
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4. 	I have carefully considered the contents o' \th review ll 

application and also the Judgement impugned. After cbfl idering  

Carefully hhe facts and Circumstances of the Case, L m satisfied 

that there is no circumstance of any substantial natuie or crnpe.. 

lung character that warrants a review. In other worIs\there is 

no justifiable ground whatsoever for reviewing the Judgerrient. 

Hence, the application is liable to be dismissed. 

For the reasons afor'esajd, I do not find any, 	it in 

the application. It is, therefore, dismissed uithoutçassing any ,  

Order as to costs 	
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( B.C. Sarma ) 
Member (A 
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( P. Dutta)) 
Member (j) 


