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The applicant has filed this review appliczticn

i jud geme iverec on
aggrieved by the Tribunal's judgement deliv
2gy

i i is aS under:
24,3.19v3, the operative part of which 1s &

" In the facts and circumstances ff ;ne gaii;ycd
i ined to grant reliefs zs pra
we are not inclin eliefs oo praye
it ione The applicati Q
or by the petitlioner. L e a 0E NG
t{:irstybqrreé by limitation and b‘&icunﬂly want ing
in merit is cismisczed. No costs

The relief sought by the applicant in tne mzin CA was
that he could not have been prematurely revertead to
his parent department without giving reasonzble

notice to the parent department and the employee,

2, The points nou raised by the applic:nt in the
review applicant aregs-

1) Repatriaztion order dated 1146.90 was
straightaway issuec yithout any not ire
and it was never served on tne petitioner
OF his any family memoer and the physical
movement order also was not served on him
or his serving schcol,

2) Un receipt of the Cory of the Tri.unglts
order dated 24,3,93 op £9,3.93, the applicant
went to his [arent department where he yass
Provided with copy of office orde NG F2(2j/
L. 11/B9/4680-84 0. 11.6. on sddresses {g'
five officers put not to Jabu Ram Govt. Sr,
Sec, Scheol, Shahdars where the arplicant
was pested, put thg Copy filed Dyrthe Res-
pondent No,.. Contzins OVELwriting and seems
to be unreliqhle and made up, uhich might
have peen Forged, yhere it shouws st Sl.no.7
after office arder file 3N0LE which is'a
Sugsequent development Oy adding this name
after issue,The Said Anncxite filed by Res-
pondent No.4 has mislead the TTiounal yhen
it believea that the crder gf repatfiztiun
gas 18sued tg the Sadu Ram Model sr.sgc0ndar
3CRool, Shshuarg wheie the arplicont yas f

s®rying,
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3. As per photocopy of the peon 3.0k
(Annexure R-I111), the order dated 12.7.90
Was daelivered to B8raim frakash, who is
not the petitioner. o
4. ghysical movemeni order dated 16.7.90 was
delivered to Shri B.D.Singh and not to
the applicant. 5o it 1is not correct and
can not oe concluded that any notice oT
order was ever served on the applicant
py the Babu Ram Govt. 5r. Model 8ec.
School, where the pet it ioner was serving.
5. The applicant has ose&n issued with atten-
dance certificste in Baou Ram Govt. Sr.
Model Sec. Scncol upto 31.7.90 and paid
szlzry for July, S0 on 8.8.90 and as such
there is no guestion of his repatriation
0n411.6.90.

6. There were all manupplation and concocted
story of serving repatriation order and
relieving orcer. These are forged oy
the respondents.

Z. W8 have carefully considered the above con-

tentions and perused the records of the case.

e As per Grder 47, Rule ﬂ of CFC, a revieu
application can pe filec only (i) when some neu
material which 1s not available with the applicant
st the time of the hezring and that comesinto

his pussession suoseguently and uhich has a bearing
on the case, or (ii) that there is an apparent
mistake on the fact of the record that has crept

in the judgement or (iii) if there is any sufficisent
resson. None of these conditions is ncticed in

the present RA.

G Also, as per AIR 1975 - 5L 1500, a revieu

of the judgement is a sericus step and a reluctant
resort to it is proper oniy where a glaring omission
or a patent mistake or a graye error has crept in

earlier oy judiczl fallanility.
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The applicant should have raised all thece points,
now raised, by going to the parent Department anag found
out the facts when the cazse was pending in the Tribunal.
Now he can nct clagim them zs fresh grounds for filing
this review. Alsu, a revieu can not be converted intc
an appeal by reurging the same points again and agzin.
Therefore, we feel thal the applicant has not maue out a
case for revieus. These points do not appear to us as satis-
fying the position of Urder 47, Rule 1 of CFC to review
the case. e hold that this case is baired not only
on the pbint of limitation but alsc not maintainable
on merits.

While delivering the above said judgement, we nad
patiently heard the arguments and averments made oy both
the counsel during the hearing and carefully gone through
the reccrds and material placeo vefore us and there fore
the contention of the applicant that the mater;al and
records have not oeen cunsiCered is ncot acceptable (re-
ference Aun 1550 SC 535 J.rangaswamy VYs. Govt. of Andhra
Fradesh &« Uthers). Agein, in the case of Lt. Col. G.S5.
Bajwa Vse. UGI & CUthers 1-88(6) ALT~CA71-B00 Hyder abgd
Bench of the Trioumal held that if certuin points raised
by the counsel zre not dealt with in the jud ement,
the remedy is to file an appeal in sccordance with
the law but the same issues can not be agitated again

in a revieuw applicaticn.
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In the circumstznces, we are of the opinion
‘“ that the applicant has not mede out a propelr case
for a review. Accoidingly, the review application

is dismissea,
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