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I THE CENTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE THL BUNAL, JALPUR BENCH, JALHUR
Revizw Application Mo, 17/2003 with MA  294/20C3

DATE OF ORDER: 15 092200

1. Union of India through its Secretary to the Govemment of
Indias, Department of Posts, Ministry of Communication, Goverrment
of India, New Delhii

2, Senior Superintendant of Post Officss, Jaipur City, Jaipura
3. The Secretary to the Goverrment of India, Department of

Personnel & Training, Goverrmant of India, MNew De th.'

v 4., Mpplicants
VERSUS

Kumari Anita Jain daughter of Late Gopal Lal Jain, aged about 19 years
resident of Plot No. B-15, Tulsi Dasji Ki Bagaachi, Jamta Colony,
Jaipur.

4t, . Respondents,
Mr. N.CJ Goyal, Counsal for the applicants:

GORAM :
Hon*ble Mr. M.L. Chauhan, Member (Judicial)

ORDER (©ORAL)

The Reviewing applicants (respondents in the CA) have filed
the present Review Application for reviewing the ordar dated 14,552003
passed in QA No. 215/2031. Alongwith tlu- Review Application, the
applicants have also filed an MA No, 294/2003 for condonation of delay

as the Review Application has been filed after 'thc expiry of sixteen
days.

2. The grounds giwem by ths revieving applicants for reviewing
the aforeszaid judgement is thst this Tribunal in Para 5 has held that
till such time the r2spondent departmeznt did not laid down nomms in
order to objective assesament in detemining the comparative merit
for compassimnate aprcintment cases, the department will follow the
procedure/noms laid down by the Ministry of Defence in this regard
vida their ID dated 09.032C02,

24 The contention of the reviewing applicants is that such a
direction should not have I2en issu2d as the ?e;&u “l;ment“;).bfo oWLng
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the instructimns issu2d by the DOPT vide i which
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prescribes the detailed procadure regerding objective assassment
to be followad whil? making ccmpassicnste gppointmanti

4, I have considered tha submissicns made by ths l2arred counsel
for the Reviswing applicantsy

5. I an of the viesw that th2 applicants have not made out any
case for reviewing the aforesaid judgement, This Tribunal had issued
the afor2said direction, Pelyinl upon the decision randered in OA
Ho. 215/2001, Jai Kishan M2ena vs, Union of India & Others, decided
on 06,05;2003 pertaining to the same deportment. A review against
the aforessid decision was also filed by the Postal Department,
which has also been rejected by detailed reasons. by holding that
no case of reviewing th2 judgemen® has b2en maie undsr order 47,
Rule 1 of th2 CPC. I¥ was further held that th2 Tribunal could have
2  the mattc.r if ths error apparent on the facz of the
record is found, A review cannot be soucht merely for a fresh
he aring or arguments or corraction of an errcneous visw taken earlier,
The power of review cean b2 exercisad only for correction of a patent
errcr of law or fact which starss in the face without any elaborat2
argumant bzing needed for establishing ity

6. In th? instant case also, the raviewing applicants wants
reviaw and re-haaring of the judgzment on th2 ground that the
Department is alrzaly following the DOPT instmictions and as such
there was no necessity to adept the nomis as laid down by the
Ministry of Defence in this regard vide their ID dated ¢il3; oo,

It is not pamissible and asugR as such the present Review Applica-
tion is dismissed with no order as to costss

( (M.L U%AN
MEMBER (J)



