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Shrl Anil Kumar Nigam Vs. Union of maia a Anr.
The applicant has preferred this RA under .lection

22(3) (f) of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 for
the review of the oitler dt.30-1-92.

AS prevlded by Section 22(3) (f) the Act,
the Trthrnal possesses the sasB peters of revise, as are
vested in a Civil Court while trying a civil suit. As i»r
the previsions of Order XLVII, Rule 1of the Code of Civil
Procedure, a decision/3udoem.int/order can be revlaved ,

.•li.-.r :t.

(1) if it,suffers fmn an error apparent on the
the fcice of the rrxsifd; ox •

(ii) is liable to be i-evi^arf^^l on acxsaunt of
disooverY of any riew nxatei ial or evidexice

wliich was not -within the kncwli^dge of the

parta Of cxruld not be produced by at the

ti(f(e tte judgefisent was iriadey despite. di.ie

diligei'ic^? ox

(iii) for'any other sufficient reason cwstnjed to

rnean "analc^oxis x-eason".



3. In this the applicant was aggrieved by the

Ortter dt.25.S.1^91, which was an order of transfer of the
applicant frx^n H&u Delhi to ARC, Doom Dooma. The grounds
(a) to (g) taken' in the OA and mentiaied in tte Review
Petition are alro^uly covered in the judgerr^nt under
roview. The law vrfrich was relied upon by the learned
cx>»jnsel for the applicant a'nd stated d'uring the course of
the arg,.r.ints ,had' also been ' to in the j^rdge^rK^it.,

4 In this RA in the ground (A), the applicant has

steted that the applicant becmm SteviOgrapfier Grade IT

only in July, 198^5 and that he is neither the seniorrrxist

nor the junionrost in the cadre in terms of stay at Djslni

as Stenographer Grade II. The period of stay at New Delhi

was not considered with reference to the grade for the

purpose of transfer, but. the whole period of stay at the

station .in the service -ms cc^isidered on the basis of

wh.i.ch the applicant was the longest stayee at New Delhi.

All employees have an All Trdia transfer liability. It

was due to the u.f:^radatlon of the post, of .Stenographer

Grade IT to .Senior P.A. and as per the policy issut-jd vide

orxler dt. .16.9. .1988 that the applicant was transferred to



--in the face
- TW-arp is appamnt -J"ARC, DocxiiDoofiB. There in-

of the as stated in ground (A) audioes not callfor
^viewof the •judg«t dt. 30.1.92 under Oi^er Xt.VTT
^.iel CPC. AS .ega^ds gr«.^ (B) as ateve.tee
applicant had the longest stay at Delhi and as per the

•. ^ 9 1900, tie tiad to bepolicy issued vide order it.U.9.u- ,
• X ^ , vid® replacanont to a person >#»^transferred s-i.-

. , of thiw- years at Doooi Ddorb. In
complvet«3 hi:..- -u ru, ox rru
viewof tt«,-atove fafcts, there i. .«» eontradicUoe
recjarfinc the foot °f the applicant having the longest
stay at Delhi as the respondents tavo clearly stated the
sasrr in para (d) of the grounds at p-6 of the counter. In
reply to ground Cd) of j^rra-B, nothing has been said In
the rcjoind€5i by ttie appl-i-cant.

s." AS reganis ground CO of tevisu, the events
happening subsequent to the 3l«3ganent cannot be taken into
account as •a discovery of new. evidenos for reviewing the
judg<«rr,t. The ground (D) of the Review Application is
only arg-uMintative aiKl has no relevancy with the rffu-it of
the case for review. Regarding the ground (E) of the

mviesrf, the reply is sigmsd by tte daponent at the tettom

of the application as well as at the bottom of the

CI



verification, but it appears Uiat fiiU nafrts of the person

has not been giveij. When the c»untet filed by the

respof-Klents has hcieo accepttsd, tiien the technK^al

pfojectloii of the person who has si.gned it aiid has not

given his full nauvs, has no relevarKJe.

6. The Review Petition cannot reopen the whole case

wtiich has been decid^^^d on the btiisis of the arguments

advar«3ed by the respective parties.

7. Them is no nn>rit'in this Rwiew Application
\

are! the sarrie is accordingly disrnissc-jd. KP Wo.641/92 has

infructuous and is also dismissed-

(J.P.. :7!-lAFKA)
MS^IBER (5h ' 3 tr'U . 'i


