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This application is filed for review of our 

order dt.1.6.1990 pass8d in O.A. No.192/90. 	The 

application has been considered by us in circula-

tion under Rule 17 (iii) of the Central Admn. Tri-

bunal Procedure Rules, 1987, 

2. 	The applicant is an Asat. Commissioner of 

Income Tax who had filed 0,A. No.192/90 for removal 

of an adverse note recorded in his A.C.R. File. He 

had also sought a direction to the respondents to 

reconvene the Departmental Promotion Commitee held 

in Dec.1986 to consider the applicant's case for 

promotion2a?resh dahors the adverse note, since 

uncommunicated adverse remarks would be opposed to 

the rules of natural justice. 	We had by our order 

dt.1.6.1990 admitted the application only in so far 

as the first relief was concerned viz., for the relief 

that the adverse note for the year 1985-86 recorded 

in the applicant's A.C.R. file should be removed. In 

so far as the second relief viz., a direction to re- 

convene the D.P.0 of 1986 9  we had held that the 

applicant had filed an earlier O.A No.85/89 wherein 

he had claimed a right to promotion on the basis of 

0.P.0 meetings held on 15th, 16th Dec.'86 and on 25th 

March, '88. Since the Tribunal in O.A. No. 85/89 had 

by an order dt.4.7.89 upheld the said D.P.C. meetings2  

we had held that the said order had become final and 

that the relief No.2 is not maintainable, it being 

covered by the principles of resjudicata. 	The present 

review application has been 	against the non- 

admission of the O.A. No.192/90 in so far as the second 
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relief is concerned. 	It is contended in this appli- 

cation that the view of the Tribunal that the matter 

is covered by the decision in O.A. No.85/89 and that 

the principle of rasjudicata would be a bar to the 

filing of the present application is not correct. He 

therefore àeeks a review of the said order. 

3. 	We have perused the review application and 

the grounds stated therein and are of the opinion that 

this review application does not come within the scope 

of review as provided for under the rules. 	Powers of 

this Tribunal to pass an order in review are analogous 

to the powers of a Civil Court under order 47 1 CPC. 

Such power of review may be exercised on the discovery 

of a new and important matter or evidence which after 

exercise due deligence was not within the knowledge of 

the person seeking the review or could not be produced 

by him at the time when the order was made; it may be 

exercised where some mistake or error apparent on the 

face of the record is found. 	None of these factors 

would in our opinion apply in the instant case. 	As 

already stated by us the applicant had earlier in O.A. 

No.85/89 questioned the O.P.0 proceedings of Dec.1986 

whereby he was superceded, 	It is the claim of the 

applicant that during the course of hearing of the said 

O,A., certain adverse remarks were read out in the open 

court, that on the basis thereof it was held that the 

D.P.C. prQeerTg-e had correctly assessed the applicant 

and that the Tribunal therefore declined to interfere 
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with his non-promotion. 	I?the applicant was 
Iacwr p—. 

aggrieved by that order in O.A. 85/89 viz., reliance 

upon a note containing adverse C.Rs which had not 

been communicated, his remedy was to ask for review 

of that order or to go in appeal against order in 

0. A. No.85/89. 	He did not do so. 	Instead he has 

riled one more application i.e., 0.A.No.192/90 once 

againassailing the D.P.C. proceedings of 1986 and 

seeking promotion on the ground that he had been 

illegally overlooked. 	It is in this context that 

we had held that the principle of reajudicata would 

apply and declined to admit the case in so far as the 

second relief was concerned. 	If the applicant is 

aggrieved by this order on the ground that it is a 

wrong order then his remedy is to prefer an appeal 

and not to file a review petition. 	In our opinion 

no valid reasons have been made out for reviewing 

the said order dt.1.6.1990. 	The review applica- 

tion is accordingly rejected. 	No order as to costs. 

(M.v. PRI0LI<f 	 (0. SURYA RAO) 
MEMBER (A) 	 MEMBER () 

ot. 	. 	1990 
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