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R .. \ .No.20/1996 

in Date of order: 2- L 6J{6 
OA NO. 52/1995 

Hanurnan Prasad Sha :rma : Review- _:;: .. et it ione r 

vs. 
Union of India and •::Jthers : Resporrlents 

ORDER 
- =-w_...._ 

R.'\TAU PRAKASH, MEi1BER (JIJDIGIAL) --..... ........... ._.....__.._ ..................... _._..._... ... _ _......, 

The pet it ioner H::tD\lrn:in Pras-~d Sha.rm,~ has filed 

this r.;view petition against the iml.Jll•::Jned order dsted 

3.4.1996 in 01\ t!,b.S2/1995 fi:L~d l-:J~J the review 

pet it ioner against the Union of India -:md others -

whereby the OA was dismissed. In the a.~ the review 

pet it ioner has s•::>ught to quash the impugiEd order 

dated 30.9.199!1 (Annx .A-1) where~, he has been 

transferred fr,.:>m Jaipur and posted at Bandikui under 

Sub Divis ion3.l En9ineer (Ph·::mes), sandik1~! 3.nd order 

dated 15.10.1994 (Annx.A-2) by which he has been 

ordered to have been relieved to join at B<lndikui. 

2. The pet.ition has t~en filed m3.inly on the 

ground that while disposing of the OA by the 

impugned order dated 3 .4.1996 the facts as well 

as law h~s not been prop~rly appreciated. 

3. I have given :1m~ ious thO•lght to the grotlnds 

raised in this rev ie"t-1 pet it ion. 

4. It is settled 1-:~.w th.~t the power to 

review its. r.:x-m ·:)rder i:y the Tribun.:ll uooer the 
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Administrati·.re Trfb•lnals Act, 1985 has been conferred 

un:le r Sect i•jn 2 2 (3 ) of the Act read with Rule 17 of the 

Administrative Tribun::ll(Prooodure) R'.lles, 1987 arxl is 

further circ•.lmSc.cibed by the liilits laid down under 

Sect i·=»n 114 of the Code ~f Civil Proced·ure read with 

Order XLVII, Rule 1 of the c .P.o. Acco1.·dingly, a 

review of its •:JWn order b<.f the Tribunal/Court is 

permissible only on: 

{i). the discovery 0f new an:l important matter 
or evidence which after the exercise 'of due 
diligence of the r,,etitioner was not within his 
knO"tJ ledge or cotlld not be pr•::d 11ced 'by him 
at the tim9 when the order in question was 
made; 

( ii) on account of some mist a 'ke or error 
apparent on the face of the record; and 

{iii) or for .:l.ny ·~her safficient reason." 

It is f~.1rther the settled law that no groun:ls can 
\ 

'be raised in the revi-ew petition \-Jhi·::h may be taken by 

\r~ay of an appeal. In the instant pet it ion what the 

review petitioner is trying to claim is that the 

facts as well as law should be re-appreci·:lted which 

is in fact not within the purview of a Reviewing court. 

Moreover, Hon 'ble the Supreme -::ourt in a .recent judgment 
' . 

of §l!!t ~ f:!.~._1~.Q;~njCt; vs. ~-..N!£.~a K~;:! Ch~uq_har_x, 

!2.2.1..~'!~~.<;\~~ 9~~ has laid down that in case an effort 

is made to re-appreciate the matter once again, it 

wo•~ld virt•~ally amo1.1nt. to ov~~r-stepping the-: jurisdiction 

cc,nfe:rred upon the Tritunal un:ler law. In any vie\1 of 

the matter, the grounds raised in the petition do 

·not fall in any of tht?. three sit1.1aticns enurrerated 

1lllder Order XLVII Rule 1 of the C.I?C. Hence, the 

revie"1 peti.tic·n being without any 

rejected. By circl.llation. 

St.lbstance is here by 
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( RATAN PRAK~H ) 
MEMBER (J) 


