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This R.A. is directed against an order passed in OA No. 2809/2004 on

01.05.2006 dismissing the OA.

2. We have perusfeu the grounds taken in the Review Appiication but ws

find no error apparent on the face of record. By this Review Application, the

applicant Is only irying to re-argys the matter as it it is an appeal.

3. The only scope ot review is iaid dowi under Section 22(3)(f) of the

Administrative Tribunals Aei, 1985 read with Order XLVi! Rule (1) of CPC is

there is an error sppareni: on the f3t::0 of record or discovery of new and

if^fiortant material wtiich was not avjtilabte to the revi^applicant even after
exercise of disfs dHigsnccs. The Apc« Court in M Srsdia Vs. Tarit

Rarsjan Das (2004 SCC (L&S) 160) observed as under:-

'•13. The Tribunal passed the impugned order by
reviev>/ing the earlier order. A bare reading of the two orders
shows that the order in review application Vs/as in complete
variation and disregard of the earlier order and the strong as
well as sound reasons contained therein whereby the original
application was rejected. The scope for review is rather limited
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and il; is not perniissibie for the forum hearing the review
appiication fo act as so appijllate authority in respect of the.
originai order by a fresh order and hoanng of the matter to
facilitate a change of opinion or? merits. The Tribunal seems to
have transgressed its juf'isdiction in dealing Virflh the review
petition as sf it was iienring an original application. This aspect
has also not been noticed by tlie Htgii CourL"

4. Having regard to tlie above, RA is dismissed, in circulation.

(Ciiitra Chopra) (Shanker Raju)
yemb8r(A) l\/!ember(J)
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