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I 	RDER  I 
I Per shri R.G.Vaidyanatha, v,c. I 

This is a review petition filed by applicant 

against the order dated 1/12/97 passed by Hon 'ble Merriber 

of this Tribunal. 

Though eerier on 'ble Administrative Meirber 

shri P. P. Srivastava was nominated to hear this review# t today 

I nself and Hon'ble MeITer shri P.P.srivastava have heard 

this review petition in a Division Bench 

We have heard the learned counsel for the 

Applicant .•hri D.v.Gangal, in support of review petition. 

in this review petition, the ertitioner is challenging the 



legality and correctness of the order dated 1/12/97. 

Number of grounds in support of review 

petition have been gveñ. These grounds are that the - 

previous Hon'ble Member who decided the OA No.390/97was 

prejudiced and biased against the applicant. Then it is 

argued that inspite of a request made, the matter was not 

transferred to z1vision Bench inspite of rule in that 

behalf, that the learned Member did not frame issues for. 

consideration while pase order, some comments were 

1. 
made on merits of the case and therefore it is argued 

that the order is bad on merits. 

After hearing the learned counsel for 
4 t-( dj 

applicant, in our view, it-does not come within the realm 
rf 

of reviewing the order. The grounds may be good,but it is to 

be decided by Appellate Court or tiigher Court. 

Therefore, in our view, on above grounds, the 

review petition cannot be maintained and is liable to be 

rejected summarily.' For the above reasons RI' is rejected 

as not maintainable. No costs, 

in view of the disposal of the RI' as not maintainable1  
all the NI's filed in this case namely NP Nos,67/98, 248/98 and 

28 4/96 do not survive under consideration and are disposed 

of accordingly. 

at this stage, the learned counsel for applicant 
prays for extention of Interim order which is in force till 

30/4/980  for some more time. After hearing both the sides, 	• 

we do not find any ground to grant extension of time. Oral 
prayeri 	ted. VV  

(P.P.SRI AVA) 	 (R.G.vzziATW) 
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