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ORDER

BY HON-BLE MR. M. KANTHAIAH, MEMBER_Ln

The petitioners / respondents have filed this Review application 

for reviewing the order and judgment Dt. 29.5.2007 on the ground 

that the authorities have disposed of the claim of the applicant for 

appointment on compassionate ground as per rules and as such, the 

matter has be reviewed.

2. Alongwith this review application the petitioners/ respondents 

have also filed an application for condonation of delay in filing review 

application, in which they have not furnished any details of number 

of days of delay In fling review application and also the reasons for 

causing such delay.

3. The matter has been taken in circulation.
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4. The point for . consideration is whetlier the 

petitioners/respondents are entitled for the review as prayed for.

5. The admitted facts of the case are that the respondent herein is 

the original applicant who, filed OA challenging the impugned rejection 

order Dt. 22.11.2005 under which, the authorities have rejected his 

claim for compassionate appointment. After exchange of pleadings and 

after hearing both side Advocates, the Tribunal has passed It's 

judgment on 29.05.2007 with a reasoned order allowing the claim of 

the applicant. Against the said judgment Dt. 29.05.2007, the 

respondents have filed the present review application onlO. 10.2007 

along with an application for condonation of delay-

6. In the application for condonation of delay, the petitioners/ 

respondents have not furnished the details of delay and also the 

reasons for causing such delay. Without any such reasons, simply they 

filed an application for condonation of delay in filing review application. 

As per the Rule-17 of Central Administrative (Procedure) Rules, 1987, 

the limitation prescribed for filing review application is only 30 days 

from the date of receipt of the copy. But in the instant case, the 

petitioners/ respondents have filed this review application after more 

than 4 V2 months . Though they have filed condonation of delay 

application, which does not furnish any of the reasons for causing 

delay in filing such review application and without giving any reasons 

and grounds application for condonation of delay in filing Review 

application is not at all maintainable. Further, there is no provisions for 

condonation of delay in entertaining review applications and 
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also supports the same.

7. By way of this review application the petitioners/respondents 

have sought review of the judgment and order on the ground that of 

scheme for appointment on compassionate appointment and also non 

eligibility of the applicant for such appointment. The Tribunal In it's 

judgment discussed all those details and after giving reasons allowed 

the O.A. quashing the Impugned rejection order.

8. By way of review one can seek the review of iudgment and order 

in respect of any typographical mistake, error or calculation mistake 

but not by way of re-adjudicating the case afresh. Thus there are no 

merits in the claim of the petitioners/ respondents for reviewing the 

judgment Dt 29.5.2007.

9. In the result, the application for review of judgment Dt. 

29.5.2007 and also application for condonation of delay in filing 

Review applicant are rejected. No costs.

(M. KANTHAIAH) 
MEMBER (J)
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