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IN THE CSNTRAL PDMINISTRATIVE TR BUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIRJR 

DATE OF ORDER: 15 ;b9~12003 

1. Union of India thrc•u•Jh its Secretary to the GovalTJment of 
India, Departm~nt of Posts, Ministry of Communication, Governm~nt 

of India, New Delhi~l 

2.! Senior Supr:lrintend.mt.. of Post Offic~~s, Jaipur City, Jaipur·•} 

3. Thr~ Sec:t'€,tary to the Government of India, Department of 

Personnel e. Trainj_ng, C--ove1'nm~nt of India, New De lhii~! 

v ~t; .• Applicants~· 

VERSUS 

Kumari Anita Jain daughter of Late Gopal La! Jain, aged about 19 years 
resident. of Plot No. B-15, Tulsi O.asji l"J. Bagaachi, Jauta Colony, 

Jaipur. 

Respondents.-

Mr. N.c~: Goyal, Counsal fox· th.a applic.:.mts,~ 

GOIWA: 

Hon'ble Mr. M.L. Chauhan, Membel' (Judicial) 

OW.E R (ORAL) 

The Reviewing applicant~ (re$pondents in the OA) have filed 

the present Review Applicatic•n for reviewing the ord.;:r dated 14~~=~-~:2.003 

passed in OA No. 213/~0:;1.· Alongwi.th thi~ ~view Applicatioo, the 
applicc?nts have also filed an MA No. 294/2Ci:J3 for condonation of delay 

as the Rr:vi~w Applicati,)n has been filed after th~ expiry of siA-teen 
days.! 

~ 
2. The grcunds ~'t, by t.h8 l~vievting applican·ts for revie:wing 
the aforesaid judgement. is th::>t. this Tribunal in Para 5 has held that 

till such time the r~spondent departm8nt did not laid down nonns in 

order to objectivr;, assessnent in det~nnining the comparative merit 
for compassic•nate appointmr~nt cases, the department will follo\<V th~ 

procedurefnonns laid do\'.tl by the Ministry of Defence in this regard 
vide their ID dat8d 09 .03~l2C'02. 

3.; The contentiGn of tha raviE:INing applicants is that such a 

directicn should not hr.we baen issu·E!d as tr.e Del1J~= :trnent is folloiNing 
r·~it,fit ~ '1-I r~dttir5_ the instructi.:ns issued by the DL'PT vide i~ ~ ~d 9_7>• OJ_ ''hich 
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prescribes the detailed procedur.r: regarding obj~ctive assessrl'~n t 

to be follov~;d. whil•3 making ccmpassi•:.nate appc.intm·~nt;:i~ 

4. I have consid8:t:·ed th~ submissions made by th~ laar·red coun.3al 
for the ~viewing applicants;; 

5. I an of the vi,::w that the applican~:.s have not made out any 
case for reviewing the aforesaid judge:n,~nt. This Tribunal had issued 

the afor~said cti.~ction, i~ly"in:'tJLir·On_-;ih~~~~ctecision r·~ndered in OA 
--~-~~-~ ~---J-....--5" ~/ 

Ho.~ 215/20)1, Jai Kishan M.aena vs.~ Union of Indi8 & othars, decided 
on 06.05-~-l2C03 pettaining to the sane department •' A review against 
the aforesaid decisit:.n was also fil·;d by the Postal Department, 
vo1hich ha~. also been rejected by detailed reasons. by holding that 
no case of reviewing the judgement has ~en made und~r orci8r 47, 
Rule 1 of the CPC. Ii] was further held th.~t the Tribunal could have 
~the matter if th.:: error apparent on the fac.::~ of the 
record is found.' A reviev1 cc:tn:1ot be souf,ht merely· for a fre-sh 

c .-- ·· he3ring or argum8nts·or corl·-acti;:in of an errcn•lou::. vi~~w taken earlier. 

~ 

< • ... 

Tho; pov~a r of review can be ex.·~ rei s~d onlr for corr,~c'ci en of a p at·~nt 

err-c)r of lav>~ or fact which star,::s in th•~ fac~ vli.thout. an~' elaborat·~ 

ar;p.ml·~nt b.::ing naeded for ·~st:~blishing it~l 

6: In tl19 instant c.:Jse also, the r~vievting appli~~ants wan-ts 

review and r~-hearing of the judg~m~;nt on th-a ground that the 

D·~parbJv~nt is alr-~ady follo\r.r.i.n•J th8 D"..JPI' instructions and as such 

there was no nec•3ssi ty to adopt the noims as laid down by the 
Ministry of 03fen~.-;.~ in th:i.:s regard vide thr?ir ID dated 9:~i3~~:20:::.'2•! 

It is not permissible and a:s-cu~bt as such the p!'f~sent aavi•=w fi:>plica­
ti ')n is dismissed \rvi.th no ord~r as to costs.~ 

{ uu~) 
MEMBER (J) 


