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R.ANo.126/200b in 0.ANo.322/72004
New Delhi, thiz the © day of July 2005

Hon'ble Shri Shanker Raju, Member {(J}
Hon'ble 8hri 8.5, Waik, Member {A)

1. ~Unicn of India
through itz Secretary
Ministry of Communication & IT
Eepe:s:r:‘_mem of Post
Covi. of India, New Eelm
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2. .The 3enior "%u?amtuﬂamt of Post Ofices
Agra Division, Agia {UB}
: . Review Apphcants
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8hri PN Sharma
3/0 Shri V.K. Sharma
Retired Deputy Fost Master
Agra-1

RB/o H.Kp. 151, Mahawt
Bhuteshwar, Mathura |
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Shri 5.K. Kaik:

The present RA has been filed by the respondents in the OA,
ie. Union of India seeking a revisw of our order dated 20.4.2005
pazsed in the said CA. A careful perusal of the grounds advanced for
a resiew of the order reveals that the present £ AW ap-p,n -antz have

a

ctat e same grounds, which had already been taken in in their reply

&
in the OA. They have nof specifically pointed the apparent error o
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warrant a fresh review. I the ground advanced now is faken nio
consideration, it will amount to a re-hearing and fresh adjudication of

the matier, which & not permissible under law. The scope for reniew

ig very limited. If ig not ?eml.ssibie for the forum heating the renew

application to act as an appeliate authority in respect of the original
arder. T the review applicants afe Dot & atizhed with the

=re. The Apex Court in Union oi

order passed
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Indis Ve Torit Ranian Das, 2004 3CC [L&8) 160 observed

under:-

“i3. The Tribunal paszed the impugned order by

reviewing the sarler order. A bare reading of

(_F

the two

orders shows that the order in review application was in
complete variation and disregafd t:ﬁ the sariier order and
the strong asz well az sound reasons contamned therein
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whereby the original apg;hf:ator. was rejected. The scope
for review iz rather limited and it i= not permizsible for the
forum hﬁﬁ:iﬂg the review application to act ag an appellate

authority in respect of the original order by a fresh order

and rehearing of the mafier to facilitate a change of
opinion on merits. The ’i‘-i‘""uﬂai zeems  to  have
transgressed ifs jurisdiction in dealin 1g with the review
pﬁuﬁcm as if it was hearing an original application. Thig

aspect has alzo not been notice
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v the :hgi h Cousrt’.

2. We are, therefors, of the wew that the RA does not come within

the ambit of Order 47 Rule 1 of CBC read with Ruls

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985
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3. Having regard to the above, the RA is dismissed in circulation.
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