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IN T(-«: CKNTRAl.. At'sMTNISTRATl VE TRIt-^lNAL
PRIi^JiPAL BENCH

Nf^W tt<l,Hi
* * *

Oat,e of Dfcnsion t 16.10.9:;^

RA 314/92 in OA ].253/92

Shri K.P. Girish Vs. Union of India S Or«:.

()RW.R

This is a pet,itl<>n for revi«sw of tte

dt..20.7.1992 by whicrh the application of the petitio«')er under

Sect-ion 19 of t.he Aiteanistnative Tribunals Act, 19BS aqaanst.

the orders dt. 20.4.1992 and 4.5.1992 isswd by the

fesr)onde5it.s t.ransfsrrino the pet.it.if:w>er from Recivorwd

Vocational Traanlnq Institute for Women, TrivandnjBn to

Recjjronal Vocational Traininq Institute for Women, B<-«»baY wss

di srrii ssed.

Alonq with the Review Application, the petitioner has

also filed a Merro issueci by the Mi.nistty of I-abtxir dt.,

21,4.1992 "by which the petitioner has he(^ "issued a wcirnlfjq

with the approval under direction of Director General and

.Joint ,Secret.arY on tesis of certain cofrplai fits ijcia-inst

him. Tlie .ar>fiiicxtnt has also filed a.lofio with the aCTolitfatit-si

<iert.ain affidavits of «5rt..ai.ri t:raifW'.«s i.n t.t-ie l-teqionffl

Vocational Traininq Institute for Women, Trivandnvn.

As providf^l by i'lecJt.ion 22 /iXf) of the .Act, the

Tribinai possesi-he sart« poweirs of review as aie vef^ted in

a Civi l Court wfti le tryinfj a civil suit. As msr the
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provisions of order KLVII , Rule 1of tte rate of r .vil
Pr«»i.r«, o d8Cisi«,/;jiO*«nt:/order can te rovieued i

i:i ) if It- sirffar-?; fr^wn an error' apprrrorit on trie tace

rvf ti'ie rciKXird? or

(ii) Is liable to te twi€«ed '̂i acco».)nt of discoim)^
of any new ffiatsrial or cvi-deor:® wt'bch wa^s not

wit-hin tte knowledqe of t.te r^rfy or cx«,.ld not. be

pr«ii.K'XKl fay ham at ttie tiTO. the andqe^i^vt was

rrride, despite due diliq<wice? or

(iii) for any otter snffictet mi«in oonstnied to «»,-
"am-rlcxions n»scyi'' -

The pet.lt:vf..er has also <fesired that has tevaew
AtopliCTtion be b«:ird in open tourt . 1have qone Lhronqn the
varions pronnds 'in the Revaew Application and 1 fmb

none of t»ae prxMands takei'i by the aroplacant rrakes ont any
of t.he aforesai.d andonmifint or the oan.delines

and law laid down as above.

t-iifit the petitioner has assaa le. ^
Ttie simple quest.a on xs trw rne

tte transfer onter and his prey.,r In that reoard m
Orioinal A?w.alication was cotisadered on m^irit,. fcottt
reasoias piviisn in the jodqeffient. as wed.1 as osa U»e law lefeired
tor it was held that, ttie transfer order dt'ies nor need any
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'.rhe petiticsner in the Review Atsplicstion has

hlcjhliqhted the princn.ples of natural justice statinq that no

ac't lcwi should te taken acjainst t^^e fiej i^n to efftjot t tws riqht

or interest, vi ttfont ciivino naasonabie orwitisnttv to The

petitioner- has misconc,*©ived the issue before the Tribunal.

The issue was the transfer of the oetiti.oner from Trivandrum

to arid not var ia.}s complaints ritoainst ttie pestitlorMsr.

'Its? pefitionei- has t.*=!eiri qiven due oor-K>rt,U'nit.y to ns^n^^seni his

<"itse and arque tlie satTtc^ at lenqth and tte amuirme'nts i'ldvasK'ssd

ha've tm-'iii disousseKi .vn tf-te •jijdfj^-srm-H-it..

l^ecjardaTK? the perusal of the departjoe^vtal file of the

petitionerf since the applicant has himself raised certain

alienations aqainst the authorities of the trainrnn institute,

the saftte was r»rust5!d and the ffiatter-was aJsw:> sf-kowri to ttte

peti1tioner- The <X)mplaints aqainst the petitioner were not

taken into acrxumt , but the Jsqality and prrxiriety of ttie

order of t j-ansfer tias tifaen iudqed.

No valid qround for review of the judqement is made os.it

fiov any case for pei-sonal hearinq is made out. TNi Review

Application, is therefore, dismissed as wi.thout force and

iflfie r::i t..

(J.P. Smi^nA;


