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Admifilstrative Trlfjiiffaf. Lucknow Bench. Luclcnow

R.A. Wo. a nf ̂ O0?in a A. m, ss5/20fiR
. L -

this t h e ^ X ^ d a y  of May, 2007 

Hoif bte Shrl A.K. Sifiah, Member i Â

Kamta Prasad Pandey aoed about 69 years son of Sri Dharam 
Narain Pandey, fesident of Village and Post Badaiyan, Di^ict-= 
Suitanpur (lastly working as Postmaster, Sultanpuf (HSOO.

..Applicants
By Advocate: Sri R.C.SIngh 

. Vfirsiis

Union of India and others Respondents

^ ^ B y  Advocate: Sri S.K,Singh

ORDER

BYMOM’S t i  SHRIA tC SfNGH, M iM S fR IA f

This Revisw ^ppliStion is diraeted Sgiainst the order paBsed by the

Trihiinal in HA Nrt SBS/1996 an 1S.1?jOQ7

■ •it.- > _
% V • *• 2. The scape of review under Seetion 22 (3)(fy of the AT Act, 1985 read
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W ith  Order XLVH. Rule (1) and (2) is far too narrow.

3. . 5) have oonsidengd the review applieatioii. There is no error apparent

on reeord, ^piicarit has taken those araumente for review of the decision 

taken by this Tribunal which were never raised at the ordinal stage. These 

points, thei^Dre, cannot ̂  enterfeined at this staae. He has also not expiained 

to the satis^ctlort of this bench as to why these points were not raised at 

fieorlfiiinai staga The Apex Court ^  U n im o fin 0 9  

2004 s e e  M S ) 100 observed as under:-

“The Tribunal passed the impuaned order toy reviewing the earlier 
^  order A bare reading of the ̂ o rd e rs  shows that the erter fn review 

appjication was in ^mpiete variation and disregard of the earlier 
Ov=ler the stfftng as west as souna reasons comainea irterein 
whereby the onginal appli^tion was feiected. The spope of ^ e w  is 
rather limited and is not perrnissibie for the forum hearing the
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review application to act as an appellate authority in respect of the 
original order by a fresh order and rehearing of the matter to facilitate 
a change of opinion on merits. The Tribunal seems to have 
transgressed its jurisdiction in dealing with the review petition as if 
It was hearing an original application. This aspect has also not been 
noticed by the High Court.”

4. In view of the above, the Review Application is beyond the scope of 

Rule 22 (3)(F) of CAT Procedure Rules , 1987, read with order 47 Rule 1 

CPC. As such, the Review Application is dismissed under circulation itself

(A .K . s i m t i )  
M E M B E R  (A )
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