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IN THE CENTRAL ADPaNISTRATIVE: TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEU DELHI

R.A. 333/92

0,A, 411/87

B,K, Pai dsy

Us,

Union of India

Hon'blo Mr, I,K, Rasgotra, Plerabsr (A)

Hon'bls Mr, Z),P, Sharma, Plember (D)

Date* "n . ^ . ''i >

Applicant

Respondents,

3UDGf€NT(BY CIRCUUTIflTi^

(Hon*bl« Wr, j^p, Sharma, l^ansbar (D)

The reviBw applicant has filsd revlau against the

judgment dated 2nd Ssptsmber, 1992 by which the O.A, was

dismissed as devoid of marit,

2, The applicant tuas promoted from tha post of 3r, Engineer,

All India Radio to Assistant Elngineer w«s,f, 11,3,1985. Ha was

subssquently reverted by tha order dated 20th February 1986

with imniBdiats effect. He prayed for quashijig of this order

of rewersion and also that the adverse remarks for igss-se ba
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exfwnged from his ACR,

3, The ground -• taken in the revieu application iSEJ^ thst the

auermsnt of the applicant that the A.CR for the year 1985-86 were

based an caprice and malice, was not considered in the judgment.

Howsyerj this nEtter hasbeen fully discussed in the first para at
/

page 4 of the judgment. The applicant cannot re-open the case

by placing fresh a rguments when the issue has already been discussed

with reasons and the arguments advanced have been fully met with
/ •

in para 3 of the judgment,

4, As regards the reversion of the applicant by the impugned

order, the contention of the applicant is that the O.P.e, consi-
I • _ . • •

dered his adverse ACRs on 24,10»B6 when his representation against

the said adverse remarks was rejected only in May 1907« This

argument hasbem fully net with that the applicant hasnever

challenged the proceedings of the bPC and that is beyond the issue

raised in the application itself. There is no error on the face

of the judgment to make out a case for review,

5, The application has referred to certain authorities in the

review application. The case cannot be re-opened for fresh

/

arguments. Cases are decided on the basis of pleadings arid

arguments advanced at the time of hearing. The applicant was
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duly rapresanted by Shri T,C, Aggaruial, Advocate and sufficient

opportunities were given k for arguments, A reviau lias only on

th® grounds nentionad in the ordsr 47, CPC, It is not a case

of any fresh syidtnc® which the applicant wants to bs considered,

as it was not in his knowledge when tha case uias haard. The ,

applicant wants to refer to cartain authorities to substantiate

certain facts. That too is not gsrmerts to the nain issus.

The review application is therefors devoid of merit and

is dismiss^ by circulatloi,

oLL^J- •
( 3,9. Sharnja ) ( I«5<. Rasgoty4 )

Wembsr (3) Member (A)^
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