IN THE CENTRAL ADMINiS"IRATIVE TRIBUNAL ;, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR
Date of order: U 'Sliunaf
KA Ho.24/2000 (CA B.28/97)
Cﬁhanu Mal Parasar s/o late Shri Ramji Lal Farasar r/o 2-CHR-10,
Aravali Vihar, Alwar.
«.Applicant
Versus

1. ' Union  of India through“ the Secretsry, Department of

.Posts, M/o Communications, Dak Ehawan; New Delhi. '
2. | .‘ ' Chﬁef Poétnester General, Rajasthan Circle, Teptt. of

Poste, Jaipuf
3. Senior 'Superintendent of Post Offices, Alwar Division,

Alwar.

"+« Respondents

ORDER

‘Per Hon'ble Mr. A.P.NAGRATH, Administrative Member
This PReview Applicaticn has been filed under geges 17
with a prayer that order dated 13.7.2001 passed in OA HNc.28/97 Le
reviwed by the Tribunal. By the said order, prayer of the applicent in

the OA was dismissed ss having no merits.

v2. Apart from repeating the submissions made in the OA, the

gfounds on which the review has been sought are- .

i) | That the order states that applicent seeks quashing of
'the order dated 22.7.97 (Ann.A/1-A). The applicnt's plea‘
is_that there was nc such order dated 22.7.97. ihus this
’statement in the first sentence of the érder id
incorrect . | | N ' : ‘

ii) In the ocrel arguments, ﬁhe apﬁlicant has relied on Sub
rule 12 of Rule 11 of OCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 but the

does not find mention in the Qrder dated 13.7.2001.
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3. Soope of review of a judicial crder is limited and the

gfounds for view could exist only if (3) there is an errir apparent on
the fa-e of the rezocrd and (k) if a new meterial fact has come to the.
light having keating <n the caSe, which could not ke Lorcught to the

notice of the Trikunal, despite due diligence.

AN

. The grzunds taken Ly the applicant do not fall in any of

these two necessary conditions for & review.

5. We have perused our _order} It is olbwiows that the
applicant is meking an zttempt t2 take advantége pf altypﬁgraphical
,erfor. The Ann.2/1A is dated C2.7.192% wherees we find that it has
keen typed és 22.7.97 in the ovder dated 12.7.2001. Typographical
errct is not an errcr <of facts <v error of law and this is an attempf

in futility on the part of the applicant.

G. Other ground taken is that the Trikunal did not take
note of Sob rule 12 of Fule 11 of 223 (27A) Eunlez. Eule li of DA
Fules dces not have any Suk rule 12, It only'has‘chernménﬁ of India
decision 10,12 which lays down that every penalty crder  should
indicate the date from which it will take effect and the ;ericé for
whjéh the penalty_should ke operated. It should alsc indicate the
time-scale'for which the Government servant is reduced to the estent
and the pericd which should opérate Lo postpone future increments. On
pérusal of cur order, we find that this aspect of the metter haz bkeen
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clearly discuesed in pera 2 and 4 of <ur order. The applicant in this
Review Application appesrs tﬁ ke seeking fe—appreeiation of the
evidence which is nqt. within the scope of review of & Judiciel
decisicn and it tentemcunts to rehearing of fhe case. We do not f£ind

any merit in this Review Applicaticn and the ssme is liable to ke

dismissed.
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We, therefore, dismiss this Review Applicaticn.

..o ) wé\‘i
{A.P.NAGRATH) ' :

(S.K-.’Abﬂv:;)
Adm.Member

Judl .Member




