
I 
IN THE CE't\llJ.'RAL ADMINIS'rRAT IVE TRIBUNAL, JA+:PVR BENCH, JAIPUR. 

RP 67 /93 

I 
(MA 40 9/93 ) 
(TA 652/86) 
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Union of India & Others 

Mumtazuc1din Khan 

Mr. v.s. Gurjar 

. . 

V/s 

: 

JNone present for thr' rc)spondent. 

Date of order 8 .8 094 

Pet it ione rs 

I ·; ,, 

Respondent 
I 

Counsel for, the petitioners 

I. iboRAM 
11 
Hon 'ble 

II 

I 
Mr. Gopal Krishna, M2mber (Judie iai) 

'i 

Hon 'ble Mr. 

II 
1PER 

,j 

0 .po Sharma, i"'.ember (Administrative) 
I 

HON 'BLE :MR. GOPAL I<RISHNA, J\·EMBER (JUr0IGIAL) ---·---........ __ _ 
I }I This is a Review Pet:i:tion under Rule,;17 of the central 

11 

rdmin-istrat iv~ 1' ribunal {Procedure) Rule~' ~ 987, see l:ing a rev icw 

·I 

©Ii f the order dated l8o3 .,93 passed in TA no. ·;652/86. The grounds: 
I " 
~or review G.re th~1t the resi_)ond~nt is not e~;titled for seniority 

~ .. e ofo 8.,5 .,56 to ~he post. of Telephone Oper~;t.or si_nce he was 

II · t a f r • • • b · · · 1 -ilppoin e. on an o-:r:iciating a.sis as Linema; Te ephone Operator 

and the post is not an encadred post. The re·jspondent hu.d passed : : 
II ,. 
~he departmental examination in 1963 and he ~as, therefore, 

11 . . . :· , 

appointed as a Telephone Operator. The cm1se, of act ion pertaining 
!I . i 1 iio the year 19.65 was agitated after a lapse of 22 years and as i 

~uc·h the TA was beyond the limitation .. The contention of the 

11 . . 

]earned counsel for the petitioners is that the respondent was not 

~ Jntitled to cl~im the benefit of Annexures A~5 and A-6 as he was 

ii . · i1 · · 1 i ·t1 ·· h · t not an ident ica y or simi ar y person wi 1 "\=- e senior opera ors 

Jn the erstwhi~e Bhopal Stute. All the point's raised in the reply 

ti . ' . ·-
f.iled on behalf of the petitioners were duly,! examined and consJ..d~rcd 

J~ a Div~sion Bench of the Trib1~nal on 18. > ··?3. The: gr'YlD'Js on v1h:i:::'ri 
11 . : J Review of the impunged decision is sought do not fal 1 within the 

Jlu.rview of Order 47 Rule 1 (1) of the Code of; Civil Procedure .• A 

II I . 
neview does not lie on the ground that the decision rendered is 

Jlrroneous .on merits., We do not find any err~r app0rent on thE~ face 

II 
cfrecordo No new m3.tter hi.ls been brou']ht out;by th0 petit:Loners 

I 
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which co1J.ld justify a review of the order. Even if the M.Z.\ for 

condonut i.on of delay v1ere to be allowed, we find that the' R'2vicw 

Petition itself is not maintainable on merits .. It ise therefore, 

dismissed o 

(Gcpal Krishna) 

1''Embe r (J) 
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