(lﬂm#&ﬂ sent by

€

IN TH

v

..‘
-

3

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPIR.

i
ﬁ.f.gg:§§{334 : Dt.. of orders 27.4,1995
Inderfeet Kaur : : EEﬁﬁIEEiﬁEZ@Qgggggggggper.

! Vs. |
Union jof India & Ors. '; : EétitionerS/respoﬁdents

Mr.U.DrSharma | ¢ Counsel for petitioners
Mr . .Rajendra Soni : : Counéel for non-petitioners
CORAM s ?

Hon'ble Mr.Gopal Krishnda, Vice.Chairman

Hon'ble Mr.O.P.S.harrz;I%a, Member (Adm, )

PER HON' BLE MR.GOPAL KR ;‘Hl\_IA, VICE CHAIRMAN,

Pextitioners Union Jf'India & Ors. have filed this Review
Applicdtion under Rule fb of the Central Administrative Tribunal
(Procedure) Rules, 1987ilfor review of the order dated 16.7.'93
passed in.O.A.N0.152/87.1 |
2, We |have heard the leérned counséi for the parties and have
carefull§ examined the récords. The facts of the case are that
the impugned decision was rendered on 16.,7.93 directing the res-
pondents/petitioners to éppoint the a@pplicant/non-petitioner on

a reqular basis from the same date from which respondents/peti-

tioners
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had given @ppointment to @ person whoSe name appedred at
1. number lower than‘that the applicé@nt in the merit list
; to in the letteé dated 29.9.92, Pursuant to the dire-
Lhe applicant/non;petitioner ha@s been given a@ppointment

5 Grade-D in the,$ational Institute of Communica@ble

5, Delhi on @ reg;lar bAsis from the date of joining on

1

. The contention of tﬁe respondents/petitioners is that

of @ subsequent letter dated 5.4.94 sent by the Staff

bn Commission it transpired that the applicant/non-petitioner
entitled to regularisation as a Stenographer Grade-D but
merely qualified/entitled to regul@risation @s an L.D.C.

e the direction diven by the Tribun2l in the impugned

n for regularisation of the applicant/non-petitioner as
grapher Grade;D was based on the letter dated 29.9.1992

the Staff Selection Commission and the consideratiorn that

‘.2.




?s Working in the office of the betitioners /respondents - -

as Sténographer Grade-D the order passed by the Tribunal requ-

40 be reviewed due.to the SubSequent letter dated 5.4 .94,

ires |

, |

AnnX.KP-4. The counsel for the resoondents/petltioners has sub-
| !

mitted'

that the 1mpugned order has to he reviewed since there was

discovery of new angd importanﬁ-matterﬁ orfy evidence: which after

the exercise of dQue dellgence Was not within the knowledge of the

respon?ents/betltloners seeklng review anrd it could not be pro-

duced

by them at the tlme when the order was. made, The order was
l

mde on 16,7.93, this letter is dated 5.4.94. If there was any

mistake on the Part of the respondents/petitioners it can he

attributed to the negllgence of the Staff Selection Commission

which is another department of the Govt., of India., & power of

review |is not to be eXercised to correct al} manners of errors.,

3.

We| do not find arw'écope for review of the impugned order

in terms of the prov151ons contalned in Order XLVII Rule 1 of

l

the. Clvil Procedure Code.x This review application is therefore

dlSmlSS?d with no order :s to costs,

4,

Sinﬁe the review applucation has been dismissed, the M.A,
ls

Nb.227/ﬁ4 for condonationﬂof delay dccordingly stands -rejected.
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PN Criovise
(0.P.8harma 3 (Gopal Krishna)

Member@“). : Vice Chairman,




