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P.P.No.79/94 :Date of ordesr: 19.4.19596
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Vs.

Union of India

e

Nrs. ¢ Rezpondents
CORAM:

Hon'bBlz Mr.0.P.Sharma, Adminiszicrative Member
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Hon'ble My .Patan D alazh, Judicial Member.
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PEF HON'ELE MF. PATAN FPRAIAZH, JUDICIAL MEMBEPR.

& revisw peticion, the pztiticoner has challenged

=

In th
the order passsed in O.AN0.3A0/27, Azcidzd on 13.5.91 Ly a
Bench consisting of Hon'lle Mr.Jusiice D.L.Mchta, Vics Chairman

AVa, Adminizstrative Member. The
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and  Hon'lle Mr.P.P.Sriva
petitioner  alongwith thiz petition has also £ilzd ‘an

application for condonacion of de2lay in £iling ths FPeview

2. Afrer notices wsres iszused to the vespondsnts,
respondznts havz alac €il:d theivr veply to the Peviesw Petition.
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The Peview Petition has hbeel
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appsared on kehalf of the petitionsr as alzo the respondzntis.
It was called twice but nonz appsared.
pending since 1991 hence it has been takenup for dizposal on

merits.
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4. On the application for condonation «
the Pevisw Petition, it iz suffics to mention that ths rzaszons
explained thevein av: satisfacicory znd this rvevizw pecicion is
dezmed Lo hav: been presented within limibation.

5. Coming to ithe mevits of ithe petition, the pstitionsv
haz sought the veview of thz order mainly on the grounds that
the Tribunal thle disposing  of this O.A has not Jiven
anf finding given hky the Inguivy officer about the dznial
of opportunity in the Jdiaciplinavy procesedings and alzo ths

order givazn by ths disciplinavy authority has bezn basz2d on




the Tribunal has not talken into  consideration that the
linary auihority had not passsd a apeaking ordsr. We have
given anxzicus thought Lo the grounds vaized by the petitioner
in this petition and hav:z gon: through ths Jdecision given in
the 0.2 dat=d 12,5,9d z2nd have alsoc perused ths records.

6. The powsyr <f the Tribunal to review 1
contained in Szc.22(2)(f£) of the 2Administrative Tribunals Act,

1985 read with Pule 17 of the Cencral Adminiscracive

¥VNVVII PRPule I of iths <Civil Proczdoure Code. Through this

vetition what the petitionzr is ring to claim is that this

(w3
=
[

Tribunal should rzappreciace the whols evidsncz and material on
record oncs: aJgain availaklsz in this caze. This i3 not within

the purview of the rveviewing Court/Tribunal. Moreovar, grounds
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which can ke talen by way of appsal <

petitioner in the review petition. Since it haz been held by

the Hon'kls Suprems Court in the case of Smb.Mezeras EBhanja vaMEMA

K116 ) ('H 0 Ld)HlJikV

1991(4)9cgtg 988  that reappreciaition of the evidence by a
Court/Trlbunal while esxzevrcising powzrs of rsvisw is beyond the

scopz of the Courc,/Trikbunzl. This would virtually amount to
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ovaer Stepping the scops of the purvizw of the

petitioner has
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the Court/Tribunal. Furithsr movre, ithe rav

(2]
-
-

failed to sukstantizate any of kth: three grounds laid down in

Order ¥YXWYVII Pula I aof thz Cods of Civil Proczdure on which

ion can bz reviewed.

the order passz:zd in ths Oviginzl Applica

~

In view of this, we do not £ind any subkstance in the review
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metitcion which is herzsby

MY z’”WQ/ N | '

(Ratan Prakash) (O.F.3har
Member (Judl) . Member ( Ad



