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Union of India & ancther Respaondent 3
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ORDER

PER HOM'2IE SHRI RATAN FRAIGSH: MEMSER (JLISIAL)

Petitionsr Shri Liyakat a1li has £iled this
review petition unlepr Rule 17 <f the CLAT «{(Procedars )

Rules, 1927 againat the order dated 10.5.1995 passed

M '

LS

it 0.5 .10.19/1995 whersely the 0,4, has been disposed

5 h-ﬁltj ing as unlers-

*11. In vizw cf above, the ansver to the
izsue raised in thisz 0A has to be in the negative and
the impugned opder dated 19.12.1995 (Anmv Ja=1) 2tands
quashed. However, in the peculiar factes and cilroumstances
of this case sinece the periol of one year haz come to
an end on 30.1.1795, the responients are now frze to
take action in pursuance of riale 224 (ii) of the IREM
vol.I within & perisd 2f one month £rom thc Aate of
receipt of 2 apy of this order.”

-

2. This petition has been mainly £iled by the
revieu petitioner on the ground that the Tribunzl has
erred in hslding that the refusal +o 3o on promct ion

W
W the 'ughlgrr@n on 34121995 hut has been held to he

’&

995 ile. the date of

—

cffect ive wrongly from 30.1
izsuance of the promstion orler. The sther ground on
which the petdtion has heen g ezepked is that Rule
224 of the IKEI has nok. peen oroperly apprecizted. Tt

2z, therafore, Leen arged that the ocrder under rewicw

=

dated 10.5¢1953 e recalled and reviewsd and it be

held that the bar f transfer of the applicant e

e /2




declared to remiin effeck ive €111 7,13 «1926. In other
words Jhat the rewview petitiosnzr is claiming here is

that this Trihunzl shonld 43ain ree-apprzolate the

IH

facts anl the law in the matter and pass appropriate

order,

3. I have, glven anxious thought toithe Jrounds

ra ised- b the retitioneyr in the wsetition and have
_~irefully gone through the crder dared 10.5,19238 under
revizw as ales the docurents apd plezdings of the
parties. The grounl talken Wy the petitisner that he
has specifizally sverred in para 4{iii)

a-‘.licatirnn what the periond of J=harrs 1—1-3:1 oommeneces
Rrr (=)

AT
and that’[was admittad by

0£‘

from 3 .12.19%5 ¢

)
(%)
s

21241926
the respondents in their reply in para 4(iii); is

not hLorn: ok by the record. in 2ara 4(iii) of the

capplization at pane § of the G4 thespplicant has

"because £ hiz ailment and domest ic
conditions, gave refusal .o From>t ion
vide his letter dated 341241995 which was
recz ived in the office nf chief Ticlket
Intpector on 1.12,1995 . The above refusal
of the promotion dsced 3. 12.95 iz annesed
hare arﬁ marked zs ANNEXURE aA/3 .0

In the reply, re sporﬂentw have gimply admitted the

contents of para 4(iii

) as stated by the apr licant .
There are no words .in the plealings of the applicant

that he made = specific averrsrnt in par2 1(iii) that

“the pericd of deharration commences from 2,12,95

é%////,,~to 2.12.1996 0
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4. 3e that as it ray, it is settlsd law that no

groand which may be talen ap oy way of appeal can be

raised in a review petition. Further more, it has

hzen held by Hon'ble the Supreme Court in the case

St e Mezrz Bhanja Ve, Mirmal umari Choudhary, 1995
S 2. page 458 that reesppreciation of facts by

court amounts £o overe-stepping its

jurizdiction econferred unier 3ection 114 read with

Order IVII Rule 1 of the 2.F.0. The power to review

ite own order has bteen conferred on the Tribanal under

Rulez 17 of the C.20. (Procedure) Rules, 1987 and is

further circamscribed by Secticn 114 reas w ith Order

]

Hh
fu

AN Rule‘ 1 of the CFZ. If an e¢ffort iz maede to

rw-ap sreciate the facks again, it would amount to

over-sterping the jurislisticon confarred upon it to

review its own order. Tn th: drder under review, the

L e P 4
implizat ions of the npugned order o .. ~transfer

ha'g) bzen exhaust ively dealt with. Thiz Tribuansl

is thus debarrel to re-appreciakte the fa-tz as arged

on hehalf of the petit ioner. Similarly, the relevant

provisicn:s of Fara 224 of the I.R.E.M. haz alsao besn

dizcuszed znd analysed exhaustively and on the basis

of tho conclusion arrived at the 0.4. has been disposed

of. U effort, therzfors, ecan now be mads again to

impast 9% the aforeseid provisions
IREM jwhich is

I

the jarisdict

15 ‘(::""' rLa

of this Tribunal.

5 . Farther ths petiti miscrably failkd

to exhibit that there has been any crror apparsnt on

the face of the reoord or that any of the other two
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grourds on which a review iz permissible under

Order YIVII Rule 1 of the CPC | -d3 -~ ~mads out.

6. ror allthe sforegzid crzasonz arnd in view
of settled pozition of law laid doun by Hon'ble
the suprzme Court in thé case of Meera Ehanja '(supra),
cthiz review oskition is ‘found o be~ without E;ny}

substance and is hereby dismissed. By Circulat ion,
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( RYTAN PRAFASH )
MEMBER (J)



