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RA.No.l26/2C'05 in O.A.No.322/2004

New Delhi, this the ^iay ofJuly 2005
HoifMe Shri SkasikeJ Rajii, Member |J|

Hoailile Shii SJi. Waik, Mesaber IA|

1. Uoion of India
thi ough its Secietary
Mmistrv'" of Commumcation & IT
Department of Post
Govt. of India, Hew Delhi

2 The Senior Superintoident oi FostOffices"• AraDimion.AgraiUPj AppHcante

shri P.M. Sharma
3/0 Shzi V.N. Sharma
Retired Deputy Post Master
Agra-I
R/o H.Fa.151, Mahaw I^agar
Bhuteshwar, Mathura (UP)

VSTSUS

ORDER lin circula'don)

Sliri ifaiki

•The present RA has been filed by the respondents in the OA.
i.e.. Union of India seeking a rewiewr of our order dated 20.4.a005
passed in the said OA. Acareful penisal of the grounds advanced for
a review of the order reveals that the present review appHcants have

the same grounds, which had already been taken in their ri^ly
in the OA. They have not specifically pointed the appaieni error mo
warrant a fresh review. If the ground advanced now is taken mto
consideration, itwill amount to are-hearing and fresh adjudication of
the matter, which is not permissible under law. The scope for review
is verT limited. It is not permissible for the foram hearing the review
appHcation to act as an appdlate authority in respect of the original
oider If the review appUcants are not satisfied irith lie order passea
by the Trib-anal. remedy lies dsewhere. The Apen Co-^ m2«ie«rf



ladia ¥s. Tarit Raalaa Das. 2004 sCC IL&S'I 160 obser^^ed as

under

"13. The Tribunal passed the impugned order bjr
reuieiJ^ring the earlief order. A bare reading of the tusro
orders sho^/s that the order in review application was ia
complete variation and disregard of the earlier order and
the strong as well as sound reasons contained therein
wherebj!- the origmal application was rejected. The scope
for remk^^ is rather limited and it is not permissible for the
fonim hearing the review application to act as an appdlate
authority in respect of the original order a Sresh order
and rehearing of the matter to faciiitate a change of
opinion on merits. The Tribunal seems to have
trans^essed its jurisdiction in dealing -sJidth the review?;.'-
petition as if it was he-ariag an original application. This
aspect has also not beennoticedby the Hign Court .

2. We are, therefore, ofthe viei^r that the RA does not come within
the ambit of Order 47 Rule 1 of CPC read with Rule 22 (3) (ll (i) of
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985.

3. Having regard tothe above, the RA is dismissed in circulation.
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