
I 

CEN'IRM ADMINIST1ATIVE NIBUNfrL 
PATNA BZNCH, PATNA 

&A. No. 84 of 2000 
(Arising out of O.A. N0.527/96) 

Patna, datei the 7,Apri1,2004 

p he in • ble mrs. Shyarna DOgr a, Member (j) 
The i-i 'b].e mr. r4antreshwar jha, Member (A) 
J.P. Gueta 	

.. 	 APlicant 
By Advocate shri M.P.Dixit 

Union of India & others •• 	 Respondents 

By AdVcite shri .ose 

aritre s hwar jha, MeTber Jj 
1. 	This Review APPljitj 	under Section 17 of the 
CAT PrOcedure) Rule.s,1g7, has been filed for reviewing 
the Order dated 30.8.2000 passed in 0.A.527/ 96 an the 
ground that certain relevant material facts, documents and 

citatjg available on the recerj have net been'taken 

into consjetjon, which is apparent error on the face 
of the record. The contention of the applicant is that the 
Division Bench of this pribunaj passed the order in the 
aforesaid O.A. on 30.8.2000 nnexure./1) due to cenfusing 

reply/statent of respondents, it has further been submitted 

by the learnee Counsel for the applicant that the O-A-

was dismissed by this Tribunal without framing the real 

issues. Various issues have been framed by the eplic ant 
in the R.A. and it has been submitted that if these issues 

are taken into account, the result of the O'A' would be 

different and,therefore, the ippljcit should succeed in 

getting the relief as Prayed for by h!m in O.A.527/96. 

2, 	ie have gene through the averments made in the 

R.A. and also heard learned Counsel shri M.P.Dixit appearing 
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for the applicant and shri G.B.se, learned counsel,appearing 

for the respondents* we have carefully examined the order 

of this Tribunal passed in O.A.527/ 96 dated 30.8.2000. 

The main relief that was sought by the applicant in the 

O.A. was to treat the applicant as qualified for pcomotisn 

to the pest of Office Superintendent Grade II on the basis 

of his senicity. The entire case in the review application 

is based an his seni)rity position in the rank of i$Id Clerk 

over some ethers who have since been omoted. on going 

thr.ugh the detailed order passed by this cort in 

O.A. 527/96, we find that this question of eligibility 

of the applicant for promotion as o..rade 11 has been 

examined by the Court at great length and the claim 

of the applicant has been rejected. The court has also 

referred to the judgment of the HOn'ble Supreme court as 

reported in AIR 1986 Sc 1455 and examined the claim 

of the aplicant for promotion an the $ss of his earlier 

preotion on ad hoc basis as clerk in great detail and 

cone to a conclusion that the applicant was not entitled 

to the relief as claimed by him. various ether judgments 

have been referred tri the order of the Tribunal in the 

aforesid O.A. 

3. 	in view of above, we do not find any apparent 

error on the face of the record to consider any review 

of the order passed by this court earlier. Needless to say, 

we are not sitting as an appellate court and we can only 

correct apparent error on the face of the record and not 

hear the entire case de nova as an appellate court. 

in view of aoave, since there is no apparent 

error ' 	in the order passed by this court in O.A. 527/6 

dated 30.8.2000, 	we are satisfied that no interference 
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with the rer pissed by the DivisiOn Sench is warranted. 
Te R.A. is,therefoxe, dismissed á 	4*v*id Of rerj, 
NO C•sts. 
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