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„ THE CENTALPRINCIPAL BENO^, NEW Dt-IHI
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RA No.1.73/92 in OA m. 598/91

Shri C.B. Singh Vs. Union of India &Ors.
^ applicant ha. pmfprrpd this RA under Section

22m (f> the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 for
the review of the order dt.21.2-»92.

2. provided by section 22(3) (f) of the Act,
the Tribunal ?K)sr,esses the same pcMsrr, of review as are
vested in a Civil Court while tryinci a civil suit. As per
the pmvisions of Order Xr^VH, Rule 1of the Code of Civil
Prxxredure, a decision/judaement/order can be reviewed •.

(i) if it S\tffers from an error apjvirt-^nt on the
' the fac» of the record? or

<ii) is liable to be reviewed on acccxmt of
discovery of any msw material or evidence

which was not within the knowledge of the

pf:»rty or omld rxit be produced by h.im at the

time thsj judgemeiit was made, d<?spite due

dilig^^'nce? or

(ii.i) for any other sufficient reason constnjetl to

mean "analogous «?ason".
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Tn this rase, the only gmund taken by the
applicant Is raoarfing afact.,«l arrcr in para 7of tha
J.Mjg««ont raferring to the fac.t that "Tha applicant opted
for the grade P«y which is not s«pport.ed by any pleadings
of the case." This matter has been dlsmsscd in para 7of

f. it is evident froffi the record that thethe jndge^ient arKi it i->

applicant whan joinal Coast Guard Headcpjartors as JDOI., he
tha oav of the post. Thus there is no anoBlywas given the pay oi

in the order and the same is evident from the pleadings.

Grauvls No.(l) to (5) are cnly illustrative
fiT^r

references to fap.t.s and do not point out any ommission otr
non consideration of evidence in the Jxlgemeiits,

The review ,»titicp cannot reopen the whole case

which has tesh decided tte tosis of the arg..ments
advarK.-«5<i by the ms««-Tt:i.ve parties.

1i-.en5 is no nerit in tho Rovi.ew Afipl ication and is

dismissed by circulation.

<^^Vyv\
(j.P. /

MRMhER(a)

-

r-

"* -ys

(T.K.RASGO'

MEMBER(A)

•*.


