IN THE CENTRAL ADMINTETRATIVE TRIBUNAL
e pmnc".'rw BENCH NEW DEIMI -

MP No.641/02, RA No.69/92 in. O No. 1747491

Shri Anil Kumar ngam Vvs. Union of Ind:a N R

Thu uppllcant has pmfmxed this RA under Sec'tion c
s 2.2(3_) (f) of the Admiﬂlﬁ;":.,m‘t:\;m Tribunals Act, 1985 for :
the review of the order at., 301,92

b Az provided hy Section 2?\.), (f) of the Act,
- the Tribunal pOSS@ESES the same powers of reyiew as are by

vested in a Civil court while trying & civil suit. As per
. , the provisions of Order XLVIT, Rule 1 of the Code of civil !
Pmceduw, a deci ;mdgﬂm - Jorder can be r@vuwad gl

{.‘Q‘ 1f it suffers from an error apparent on the
the face of the record; or :

(i1) iz liable to be reviewed on account of e

discovery of any new n:xt ':'x 1 or evidence

which was not within the knowl edge of the

" party or could m

e

i+ he produced by him at the
5
4

time the judgement was made;, despite. due

diligence; or

for any other sufficient reason  construed to
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mean tanalogous regson.
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3.‘ In  this case, the applicant was agg}*ieve.d by the
order gt.25.6.1991, which was an order of transfer of the
appl iaaﬁt from New Delhi to ARC, ‘{hxn DICXME « The grounds
(a) to (g) taken in the OA and mentioned in the F:e‘éim?
Petition are already covered in the Judgement. umier
review. The law Wwhich was relied upon by the learned
counsel for the applicant and stated during the course of

the arguments had alsc heen refared to in the Judgement .

4. In this  PRA in the ground (a), the applicant has
stated that the applicent became Ster M' yﬁ?s'f“ Grade II
only in July, 1988 and ‘t;?‘:ét. he 1s i ther the  seniormost
nor the juniormost in the cadre. in terms of Jtﬂy at Delhi
as Stgnograph@r Crade II. The pericd \.)f stay at N@W D@lh:
was not considered with reference 1o the grade for the
purpose of transfer, but the wh{;;}az period of stay at. the
station in the service was considered on the basis of
whigh t,h@ ar)"pl jeant was the longest stayee at New Delbi.
_ All enpl@yg.*ef, have an All fﬁdi.za tm.mftr liability. It
was dve to  the upgradation of the post of Stenographer
Grade IT to Sen 3} P.A. and as per th

he policy issuved vide

order dt.16.9.1988 that the applicent was transferred to




the rejoinder by the app! LT

ARG, DoomDooma. There 15 f0 spparent. error on the face

of the record as stated in ¢ srourid (A and 5 »s not callfor
review of the ' judgement. dt. 20.1.92 U‘nd&jr order XLVTT
pule 1 €CPC. AS regards grov md (B) as ohsetved above,the

ay at Delhi and as per the

applicant had - the lengest &

policy issved vide order at.16.9.1088, he had to be .

ament to a person who  had

pransferred Lo provide repla

completed his btvmsm of three years at Do Doomé . In

view of the, above fabts, there s no contradiction

regarding the = fact of the a yplicant having the longest.

stay at Delhl wondents have clearly stated the

of the counter. in

e
o

same 1n para {d) of the gr rounds at pe

reply to ground (@) of para-5, nothing has been sald in

ground * (€} of Review, the ovents
happening gubse mm t.c; the jl.)dg@mmt cannot. be taken into
sccount as -~ a discovery of new.evidence for reviewing the

judgmsént. The e (“,\ of the Review Application 1is

only urgmmn‘mu ve and has no relevancy with the merit of
the case for review. Regarding the ground (E) of the
review, the reply is signed by the deponent. at the bottom

of the application as well as at the bhottom of the
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verification,  bubt it appears that full name of the person

has not been given.  When' the counter. filed by the
resm'rm%mxts has been accepted, then the tmhni&a«l : et
objection of the person who has signed it and has mnot

given his full name, has no *olnvwm:

6. The Review Petition cannot reopen the whola case
which has k.ﬁeaa;m decided on the s basiae of the “arguments

advanced by the res

. There is no merit in this Review Application
\

and the same is accordingly dismissed. MP Ho.641/92 has

and is also dismissed.

(.. SHARMA) . ¥ (P.C. JMN)
MEMBER (3 - LA S VB ()




