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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH,ALLAHABAD @r¢,

Review Application No! 1798 of 1993
In
Criginal Application Not: BS5 of 1993

Cm Prakash Tewari iss  sex eve #Hpplicants.
Versus

Union of India & crse e«+.e +.. +e. Respondents.

Hon'ble Mr, Maharaj Din, Member-J

m Prakash Tewari has filed this Revisuw

ra
Fetiticn against the order of this Bench dated
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10, 1993 in C.A. No. BSS of 1953, The
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petition has besen considered under Rule 17 (III)
of the Central Administrative Tribunal (Procedure)

F‘UlE’,S 19870

2 The petiticner sought the relief in the
0.A. for cancellation of his transfer from Allahabad

to Bhogaon, The petiticner wzs posted as A.5.M,

Allahabad Juncticn since 20.4.1588. Uhile deciding

the C.A,, it has been observed that there was no

malzfide chPhe part of the Senicr Superintendent
¢

who haﬁﬁne pouer to pass the transfer order. It

has beenfurther observed that the tramsfer of the

applicant was made on Administrative ground.

3a The main grounds taken for modification of
order sought to be reviewed are as underi=-
That on discovsry of new matter, the

petitioner cited FRule 232 of the Indian Reiluay
Establishment Code Vol, I.

It is further stated that the transfer,en
Administrative grounds can equally be taken as

"otnerwise than for public ground®, as such, this



-
y

e e
~

Tribunal has taken 2n erronecus - view that the
transfer on the Administrative ground cannot be
interfered with, .Likeuise the petitioner has
said that he alleged malafide in passing the order

of transfer and the same has been ignored.

4, The grounds taken in the review petition
amounts to the plea that the order was erroneous
en.-merits, It has bsen held by the Hon'ble Supreme
Court in A.T.Sharma Vs, RA.B,Sharma (AIR 1978 Supreme
Court 1047) that the power of Review may not be
exercised on the ground that the decisian‘was
erronegus on merits, The petition fecr review can
thus be entsrtained only on any of the grounds
mentioned in order 47 Rule 1 C,P.C., Viz~
on discovery of new and important matter or
evidence which, after the exercise of due deligencs
was not within petiticner's knowledge ar could hot
be produced by him at the time when the order was
made cor on account of some mistake or errocr
apparent on the face of the record or for any other
sufficient rsason. As held by Hon'ble Supreme Court
in Mgran Mar Basselios Catholicos Vs. Most Rsv, Mar
Poulose Athanasius (AIR 1954 Supreme Court 526),
the words 'another sufficient reasons' ip this Rule
must mean a rsason sufficient on groods, atleast
analogous.to those specified in the Rule, The Rule
which has been guoted by the petiticnper in the Review
A
Petitionxin existance and it shall be presumed that
it was within his knogledge at the time when the

A, was filed and finally argueds. This is also thus

)

not covered by the grounds on which the revieu is

maintainable under order 47 Rule 1 CPC.
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In view of above, the Raview Petition

o
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is not maintainable and the same is accocrdingly

dismissed.
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