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IN THE CENTRAL hOIIINISTRATIVE 	 SENCH 

I4THYDEFA8MD 

L'.P..No. C'I'2-f41 
Ict? 

L.a_Ida. 	 pj_. of OecisioaL 	 . 3 

H-1-- c. • 1cA_ 	
rV 
 I A- 3' _ Petitioner 

Rdvoc6te for 
the Pscitioner 
(s) 

Versus 

\4p 	h-tC L 	LLA Q jc dv a ca t B for 
jj 	 .' 	/thc Respondent 
-. 	. 

.--- 

THE HENBLE MR,.g. 

THE HCN'BLE fR. '1W- tj9-4Qit4 S t- -i-8a  P '5tf rwy. Met4(_1AE,Q ( OL/bL) 

'I 
1.CJhcthsr.Reporters of 1oc1p&pers may 

be alinued to, see t he juWqrncnt 1 

S 	 L 

z, 2.-Ta be referred to th2.R'drttr5 or nit? 

3.iihether their Lcrdships wish to see 
the fair copy of ths Judgsnt? 

4. Llhether jtiieds4 to be circulaLud to 
other Benches of,  the Tribunal? 

S. Remarks of Uj'ca-Ohajrrjian in '-alumna 
1,2 9 4 (to be submitted to Honble 
Vice-Chairman where he is not zn 
the Bcnch.) 



IN THE CENT.AL  ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:FIYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

R.P.NO.6/93  

in 	 : 

F 	
CiA 592/91 	 Date of order:  

Between 	- 

Sri S.S.Budan, lAS 	 .. Petitioner 

and 

4 	 1. State of,Andhia Pradesh 
represented by its 
Chief Secretary, 
General Administration Department 
Secretariat, Hyderabad PS 

2. Union of India represented by its 
Secretary 
Department of Personnel & Training 
Central Secrtariat 
New Delhi 	 .. Respondents 

Counsel for the Petitioner 	: Mr GVLJ Narasimha Rao 

r 
1.. 

Counsel for the Respondents Mr Jaganmohan Reddy & 
Mr Panduranga Reddy 
Spi . Counsel for State of AP 

GORAM: 

THE HON'.BLE SHRI R. OBALSUBRAMANIAN, MEMBER(ADMN) 

THE HON BLE SHRI T. CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER (JuDL.) 

-. (order of the Division Bench delivered by Hon'ble Shri 

T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member(Judl.) by circulation) 

0 	 This Review Petition is filed by the Petitioner 

herein under Section 22(3)(f) of the Central Administrative 

Tribunals Act, read with Rule 17 of the Central Administrative 

Procedures Rules, 1987 to review our Judgement dated 12.11.92 

passed in OA 592/91. We proceed to decide this RP by circula-

tion under Rule 17(3) of Central Administrative Tribunal 

Procedures Rules. 
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CA 592/91 was filed by the petitioner herein to- 

i) 	 quash the disciplinary proceedings that are 
initiated against the applicant and are 
pending with disciplinary authority treating 
the said disciplinary proceedings as invalId 
and inoperative 

direct the 1st respondent to consider the 
case of the applicant for promotion to Selection 
Gtade with effect from 1.1.1987. and 

iii) 	 prcmote the applicant to supertinie scale with 
effect from 25.10.1989, the date of promotion 
of juniors to the applicant. 

OA 592/91 was dismissed by our Judgement 

dated 3.2.11.1992. we had clearly observed in our Judgement 

im D 
dated 12.11.1992, t1iaas the disciplinary proceedings are 

/ 	not
not liable to be quashed, it isLopen Lor us to give difection   

to the respondent with regard to the promotion of the 

applicant retrospectively to the Selection Grade of lAS 

w.e.f. 1987 and in supeç time scale w.e.f. 1989. 

After giving a careful thought-to all the issues 

raised in the Oil we had held that there was no merits in the CA 

filed by the applicant and was liable to be dismissed and 

was accordingly dismissed., as per our Judgement dated 12.11.92. 

r already pointed out, it is the said judgement that ' 	ti 

to be reviewed by the applicant of CA 592/91 who is the 

etitioner in this Review Petition. 

We have gone through the grounds urged in this 

Review Petition. *s—elrccdy poinc 	L, the very same points 

that were urged in the 'OA are again sought to be raised in 

this Review Petition. The aim of the petitioner appears to be 

to point out some error or the othe5, even though, according 

to us, there is none and to make the entire case re-openeSand 

re-heard. It is nnpidx neeless to point out, review 

a judgementrequiie4 when there is a error apparent on th face 

of the record. A court reviewing the judemrrrr, canpot act as 

a court of appeal and re-appraise the entirer before it. 
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To 

The Chiet secretary, state of A.P. 
General Administration Department, 	 — 
Secretariat, Hyderabád A.P. 

The Secretary, Union of India, Dept. of Personnel & 
Training, Central secretariat, NewDeihi. 

One copy to Mr.G.V.L.Narasimha Rao, Ac5vocate,CAT.Hyd. 

One copy to Mr.M.Jaganmohan.Reddy, Addl.CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 

One copy to Mr.D.Panduranga Reddy, Spl.Counsel for A.P.Govt.CAT.Hyi 

One copy spare. 
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3. 

In this context, it will, be pertinent to 

refer to a decision reported in AIR 1979 Sc 1047 

Aribarn TuleshwarSharma, Appellant Vs Aribarn Pishak Sharma 

and others, respondents wherein, it is laid down as follows: 

"It is true there is nothing in Art.226 of the Constitutior 
to preclude the High Court from exercising the power of 
review which inheres every court of plenary jurisdiction 
to prevent mis-carriage of justice or to correct grave 
and palpable errors committed by it. But there are 
definitive limits to exercise of the power of review. 
The power of review may be excercised on the discovery 
of new and importanAmatter or evidence, which, after 
the exercise of due dftigence was not within the 
knowledge of the perscn seeking the review or cou]d 
not be pro8tcd)by him at the time when the order 
was made; 'Trmay be exercised where some mistake or 
error apparent on the face of the record is found. It 
may also be exercised on any analogous ground. €J 
But it may not be exercised on the ground that the 
decision was ertonous on merits. That would be the 
provth'Oe of a court of appeal. A power of review is 
not tQ.be confused with appellate power which may 
enable an appel)late court to correct all manner of err'ors 
comroited by the subordinate court." 

The above decision applies on all four'to 

the facts of this ftP. If the petitioner is aggrieved by 

our order dated 12.11.92 passed in OA 592/91, the remedy 

of the petitioner lies by way of an appeal to the Supreme 

So, abilutely we see no grounds to interfere with our 

üdgement. dated 12.11.92 passed in CA 592/91 and hence, this .  
~- , )1  

Review petition is 4iahle to be 	 and is accordingly 

rEJjeJbeo.- tAS l. 

(R.sALAsuBRIn) 	 (T.CHANDRASEJCHARA RED ) 
Member (Admn) 	 Member (Judi.) 

January, 1993 	Y 
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	 APPROVED BY  HYDERABAD BENCH 

HYDERABAD 

- 	IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISI'RATIVE TRIBtJNJL 

	

HYDERABAD BENCH: AT HYDERABAD 	I 

THE HON'BLE MR. 

AND 

THE HON'BLE MR.R. BAIASUBflAJ4ANIjJq;() 

AND 
THE HON'BLE MR.T.CHANDRAàE1CJjJR REDDYzM(J) 

AND 
THE HON'BLE MR.C./. ROY 	(.flJDL) 

1-414  
I. 	 C 

a 4-_nw  

Dated:.43.4 - 19 93 

O*Dt/JUiMENT;  

R ./4i..No. 

in 

O.A.No. 	- 5 
T.A.No. * 	 (W.Pk. 

'- &.• 1'• 

Admitted and Interim Directions issue6f 

Allowed 

DispOSdLof with directions 	
/ - Dismissed 	 - 

Dismisped as with drawn 	 + 
Dismifsed for default 

M.A.54'rdered/Rejected 
No okder as to costs. 
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