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BY HON’BLE SHRI S.A. SINGH, MEMBER (A)

The present R.A. No0.193/2004 has been filed by the
applicant for review of the order passed in OA No.

397/2003 on 22.3.2004.

2. The Review Applicants state that in para 2 of
the order of the Tribunal an error has crept in wherein it
has been mentioned that four applicants were called for
physical endurance test and physical measurement whereas
all thé five applicants werelzzi}i? for the test. We find
that this is an error/on the face of the record and the
word 'four’ in para 2 should be read as ’five’ . However,
this does not make any material difference because from
the total reading of the order it is clear that it refers
to five appliéants.

;

3. Further, the Review applicants contend that the
judgement was reserved 6n 19.12.2003 and the applicants
did not have opportunity of arguing the matter through
their counsel in the open court on the additional
affidavit and other documents filed by the respondents,

which has created confusion and serious error of facts and

A



(2)

law have crept in the order dated 22.3.2004. Moreover,
the review applicants have reiterated that the respondents
have not considered the certificates of Applicant No.1 as
a sportsman whereas Applicant No. 2 was considered on the
basis do similar certificates. Review applicants through
this RA prayed for a alteration, modification and reverse

of the judgement dated 22.3.2004 in OA No. 387/2003.

4, The additional information made available
through additional affidavit by the respondents was a1sQ
made available to the applicants. The applicants have
placed their reply to the additiona? affidavit in the form
of rejoinder to the supplementary affidavit. Hence their
averhents that they did not have opportunity of arguing

the matter is not valid.

5. The Review applicants through this RA are trying
to re-argue the matter which is not permissible. There is
no error apparent on the face of the record (except for
the word ’four’ in para 2 which has been corrected to read
as ’'five’), which may call for‘a1teration/mod€fication of
the order. Further, the RA does not come within the ambit
of ofder 47 Rule 1 CPC read with Rule 22(3) (f) (i) of the
Administrétive Tribunals Act. In view of the above,

nothing survives in the RA, which is accordingly dismissed
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