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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
FRINC IFAL BENCH.
© NeW DEIHI

" R.A, No.353/1994 - Dete of decision 28.7.1995,
O.A. No.876/1989 '

Hon'ble Sh.S.R, Adige, Member (&)
Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J)

Shri R.S. Sisodis,

s/0 Shri N.S. Slsodla
A=87, Inderpuri,

New DelhlfllOOLZ

«..Review Applicant

(Applicant present in person.)
Vs,

1. ynion of India,
through the aecregary

Ministry of Agrlculture
Department of agrlculture & Cooperatlon,
Krishi Bhawan, New Delhi

2. Union Public Service Commission through
- its Chairman, -

Dholpur House,

shahjehan Road,

New Delhi.

3. Shri 5.pP. Jakhanwal,
Joint 3ecretary, -
Ministry of Defence,
:outh Block, Vew Delhl :

++. Respondents

(By thOCate Shri N.3. Mehta, Senior
Counsel for the respondents) . A

-t cmre——

"ORDER

LHon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J) —/

The applicant has filed this Revieu Appli-
B cation’under Se ction 22(3)(f) of tﬁe Administra£iv9
| Tﬁibunal‘s Act, 1985. The a@plican:: and Shri N.S.
o ‘gﬁehta, learned cqunse; for the re;;;ﬁdentsluere
heard on the review applicatiaﬁ. LShri MEhta'sqbf
-mifted that he does not wish %o Fileaéhy reply to

: y . 4
)}% 5. the reviswu appll"atlon but has made oral submissions.
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The applicent was heard at length and he had also
;ub@ittad written arguements in SUPPOTL of the
re visey application, The applicant has challenged
the respondents' order imposing penalty on him of
with=holding ons increment. on the grounds that it
is perversé énd utterly against the Indian Evidence -
Act, He éuhmits that the diséiplinary case. hag
proceeded on the basis of forgsd mnd fabricated
documents and the_Tribunaiahas not assessed these
concocted documents in the jﬁdgment, He states

\

that ths respondents hae dé%%tnot made available
to the Tribunal

the records in the cas%Luhich is against the principles
of natural justice, o
on R A “at:Iength.
2, In the arguementsj the appllcanuzrauv referrquggﬁi
to the evidence and record of the disciplinéry pro=-
in the case record
ceedings/and tried to show that the charges against

him have not been made out., . )

3, The learned counsel for the respondents has

‘ submltted that there i1s no error apparent on bhe

" to allow thé R.A,
face of the recordL He has referred in partlcularto

paragraphs 6 and 8 of the order which shows that

the applicant had already referred to the variaus
annexures in detail at the time of hearing the c?se
which have also bssnh considered by thg‘Tribﬁnal.
Hencé, he submits that ;'as"no errﬁfvéas_beeﬁ~§houn

on the face of the record, the revieu applicatiDnA
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may be dismissed,.
4e . We have carefully considered the grounds taken in
the reviey application and again perusea‘the case records
referréd to by the applicant as uell‘as-Uﬁ?abﬁissions made
by Shri NS¢ Mehta, ' | o,
5. | It is ée;tled law that a reviey .application can

lie only on limited grounds as prnvided in 0. 47, Rule 1

af the CPC and cannot be utilised For re-arguing the case

traversing the s ame grounds (see Chander Kanta v, Shzikh

Habib (AIR 1975 SC 1500}, A, T, Sharma v. A.P, Shaqmg

(AIR 1979 SC 1047). A careful perusal of the Reuieu Appli-
cation in this case makes it clear tha§ what the applicant
is attempting to do in the guise of rsvieu applicatinn is

to re-argue the case as if it is an appeal, In Smt. Meera

Bhania V. Smt, Nirmala Kumari Chaudhury (3T 1994 (7) 536),

the Sﬁprema Court has reiterated the view that rsview proceed-
ings are not by way of an'appeal and havs to be strictly
confined to the scope and ambit of O, 47, Rule 1 CPC, They

have quotaed the following observations of an earlier judg-

ment S,L. Heade & Orse Ve MeVe Tirumala (AIR 1960 SC 137) 3=

{

" An error which has to be established by a
long drauwn process of reasoning on points
where there may conceivably bes two opinions -

' : can hardly be said to be an error apparent
on the face of the record, UWhere an alleged
error is far from self-evident and if it can
‘be established, it has to be established by
lengthy and complicated arguments, such an
error cannot be cured by a writ of certiorari,?

Be After hearing the ‘arguments advanced by both the

jj%/ parties at the time of hearing of the D0.A. and after
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examining the case record, we did not consider it
necessary to examine the departmental files, In the
review application none oflthe groundé mentioned in ’
O, 47, Rule 1 CPC has been made out to warrant review
of the order dated 5.8.1994, The applicant has not
shouwn any error apparsnt on thes face of the record
amd‘the review applicatian cannot be the remedy for
seeking relisf only bgcause the applicant states that
tﬁe decisian is erroneaus oar urong, We, therefore, see
no ground for revieuing the earlier order,.

76 The review applicatisn is, therefore, dismissed,

- \(aflygyf'lJ;J . ,
rééjﬁ(l/ﬂz c4¥2‘,,,/— /4gi;7@%-1

(Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan) "~ ( S.R. Adige )
Member (3) Member (A)



