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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE . TRIBUKAL

BOMBAY BENCH

R.B.No, 63/94
in
0.A.NQ,.798/93

Shfi V.S. Shrivastav ' oes Applicant‘
o/ss |
Ministry of Labour : «es Respondent
Tribunal's ord;r on Revigu Petition_NU. 63/94. >
Dated:

This review petition No. 63/94 has been
filed seéking'revimu of tﬁe ord@r dated 20.;;1994‘
in 0.A. No. 798/93. I have cérefully ccnsiéerad
the revieu patitioﬂ alonguwith the‘anngxures.
2. The applicant has urged revisu of the judgment
on the grcunds.that the impugned transfer order is
illegal as it is mot in public interest and that,
the Respondents have concealed material informatipn
and deliberately tuisted facts., Accor-ding to the

P
applicant, sanction fer the post of Deputy Director

.{Staff Training) under the Plan proposals including

ﬁhe post at Regional Labour Institute, Calcutta stand
terminéted uith'effeét from 173.1§93, which allegation
has, houever, ﬁat baen 5ubst§ntia£ed by ény documentary
esvidence. The othar grounds taken by tha applicant

are that there was no public interest involveﬁ in

transfer of the officer, Shri Raja Ram, from Calcutta
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to Bembay_neceséitéﬁing the applicant's transfer

te Calcutta, He has aléc raferred to thalvarious
dacummnts'annmxed 'to the U.A. to substantiate

his éantentimn that the submissions made by the
Respondents arelfalse and mala fide making the
transfgr ordef‘illagal and calling for @ re-
appraigsal of the éuidenge.

3. The review petition does not refer

to any error apparent sn the face of the record

m% the erder ﬁr refer to any ether grounds on
which the order can be reviewpd., The Supreme Court
had held in Chahd;a Kanta v/s. Sheikh Habib

{AIR 1975 SC 15005'that"mnée‘an order has been -
passed'by thé cauri, review. thoreof must be subjéct
to the rules QF'the game and cannut be lightly -

p , |
entertained. Review of avéudgment-is 2 serious
stgpfand reluctént resert to it is proper only when.
a glaring omission or patent mistake or grave error

| . #
has crept in earlier by judicial fallibility.
4, Havihg regard te the sattled principleé én
which a review pstition may be allowed, this petition

does not disclose any error apparent on thes face of
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‘the record or other grounds including any neuw
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facts warranting review of the judgmgnt; The
~ grounds taken in this review petition do not
justify review of the order, Accordingly, the

review petition is dismissed,
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Soleb) Grnafrm—
(Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member {Judicial)



