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‘It is well recognized that every court/tribunal has an inherent power of procedural
review and the same can not be denied to the petitioner merely for the reason that there is
no provision to that effect in the Act/Statute.”

SET B Alelld T TS FRT TN b gRT RYA T SRY SUie—740,

[as1ih-30.03.2015 @1 ReR TRulir aRFgT—2007 & gEsmEl @ Qr ae
NET B BT AR by |

ST gt ardl @ e W RER Rear o ur B e seRe
SITANT & 3G RIMib—740, fartier—30.03.2015 & MY wWve # woiE wd RRIGEIN
RIEICRIE

[aeR arvenferer SiFRA—2007 (@or WoNRT) @ gR—18 ¥ affq uEEEl @
BT SRR/ FRE W el wrell A andwr mRT Be @ Suvig wRT ey W
RAHG aRacl srerar yAfdae srrar yederr & iwe i w1 yraue sifba 8}

& | W SeclfRad WiawTr @ s i qd @ Sy @7 qRfieie s gieror 3
Uellr STET gl | el @ adl g Sgd r-RoRi e w9y 2 d) o qRed

BT arg aw MR &) orr 3w fre @) ove wl arel g IR 81 fabar
Page 1 of 2



L.

GlF Bl | B Py W AEEI STgdad SIaTeRd gRT Kalabharti Advertising Vrs. Hemant

Vimalnath Narichania and Other’s (Civil Appeal No. 7349-51/2010, decided on-06.09.2010)
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“Review in absence of statutory provisions

12. It is settled legal proposition that unless the statue/rule so permit, the review application
is not maintainable in case of judicial/quasi-judicial orders. In the absence of any provision in
the Act granting an express power of review, it is manifest that a review could not be made
and the order in review, if passed, is ultra vires, illegal and without jurisdiction. (Vide Patel
Chunibhai Dajibha v. Narayanrao Khanderao Jambekar and Harbhagan Singh v. Karam Singh.”
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