
f
Central Administrative T rib unal, Lucknow Bench, Lucknow

R.A. No^14 of 2007 in O.A. No.
lis the \l^k lay  of ApFHr^OOZ

284/2006
this

Hon^ble Shri A.K. Sinah. Member (A)
Hon’ble Shri M. Kanthaiah. Member (J)

Radhey Shyam Maurya son of (late Ram Kumar Village- Shahpur 
Awarawn, P.O. Ram Nagar, Dist. Ambedkar Nagar (U.P.) Last 
employed at Kendriya Vidyalaya , Dharchula (Pithoragarh) as a 
Post Graduate Teacher in Chemisry

..Applicant
By Advocate: In Person

Versus

1. Union of India, through Joint Commissioner (Admn.) and 
Appellate Authority , Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan, 18, 
Institutional Area, Shaheed Jeet Singh Marg, New Delhi- 
16.

2. The Assistant Commissioner (Disciplinary Authority) 
Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan (RO) Salawala, 
Hathibarkala, Dehradun (Uttranchal)

3. Mr. M.L.Gedam (Ex.) Mr. K.S. Dugtal (present) Principal 
and DDO , Kendriya Vidyalaya Dharchula, District- 
Pithoragarh, U.A.

....Respondents 

ORDER fBY CIRCULATION)

-i/ BY HON’BLE SHRI A.K. SINGH. MEMBER (A)

This Review Application is directed against the order passed by the 

Tribunal in O.A. No. 284/2006 on 03.04.2007.

2. The scope of review under Section 22 (3)(f) of the AT Act, 1985 read 

with Order XLVII, Rule (1) and (2) is far too narrow.

3. W e have perused order dated 03.04.2007 and do not find any error 

apparent on the face of record or discovery of any new and important 

material, which, even after exercise of due diligence , was not available with 

the review applicant. If the review applicant is not satisfied with the order 

passed by the Tribunal, remedy would lie elsewhere. By way of this review,

^  review applicant seekyto re-argue the matter , which is not pemiissible 

in law. The Apex Court in Union o f  India Vs. Tarit Ranjan Das 2004 SCC  

(L&S) 160 observed as under:-



“The Tribunal passed the impugned order by reviewing the earlier 
order. A bare reading of the two orders shows that the order in review 
application was in complete variation an disregard of the earlier order 
and the strong as well as sound reasons contained therein 
whereby the original application was rejected. The scope of review is 
rather limited and is not permissible for the forum hearing the 
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.”

Having regard to the above, R.A. is dismissed in circulatior

^TWIKANTHAIAH) 
M em ber (J)

HLS/-, \T'̂

(A .k. ^INGH) 
MEMBER (A)


