
.- '\.

OPEN COURT.
f

CENTRAL AOVlINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAH;\8AO BENCH

ALL AHASAD

REVIEW APPLIC~TION

WITH

APPLICATION
IN

ORI GI NAL APPLI~CATION NUMBE R 1049 OF 1997
ALLAHJ~Bl.w, THIS THE 18th DAY OF AUGUST, 2003

HON'BLE MAJ G~~ K. K. SRIVASTAVA. r'lEMBER (A)

HON'BLE MRS. MEtRA CHHI88tR~ MEMBER (J)

NUM8E R 87 or 2001

~IEW NUM8E R 50 OF 2001

Union of India an c Ott,ers
I

•••••• Ap P 1 i Co nt s

(8y Advocate: f Shri A.K. Gaur)

V~RSUS

Mahendra Singh • • • • • Res p 0 n de n t 5

(By Advocate. .
,0 Sh r i R. ve r m a )

!1ilR'DEiR

lB!y Hcn' ble Mr 5' •• Meer a O1h i bbe r I Membe I (J)
This is one cr those cases where applicant as ue I I as

respondents both have filed Review Applicntion against the o r a I
I

order dated 22.02.20011 while applicant has filed Review

f
Application No.50/2001 on the ground t ha t he could not show th

JUl~gment Qiven by Hc n l.b Le Supreme Court in the ca!:;)8 of Ram

Kumar & Others Vs. Uni';on of India & Others. Respondents have

filed Review Application Number 87 of 2001 along with !~Iisc.

delay condonation application No.4487 of 2001 on the ground

that this case is not covered by As Lern Khan's case.since both

I
the RAs are filed s oa i.ns t the same order, uc are deciding bo t r.

tt-e R.As by a common lorder.

2. We have heardfboth the counsel and are sur p r i e e d 35 t
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Union of India has filed Review Application in this case
i.~'~ s.,

uh e n the . ~~, uh i ch have been an ne xe c' with the 'Review
~fL

Application clearly ah ou that the offic~h ao_ ate ..o r i ",11y

stated that there is no ground to a c.i t a t e the ma t t.e r ...my

further anti the JUdgment given by Allahabad TriDunal de s e r ve s
f

to be implemented.

~~

3. "Perusal of the o r de r s he e t shows, that this u a s a co ns e It

order passed by the Tribunal as both the counsel raLJ a cr e e d

that t h i s matter is covered by Full Bench in 0 A. No.tJ7/19S?

As Lam Khan's Vs. Union of Ln ci a & Others. We do not un ca r s t a

as to how either of the parties cou ha ve filed thi e v ie l.:

Application when a consent order was passed by th TrlbunaJ a

not only it was a corise n t order but a pp Li c ant hao even

f
CIhallenged the same be f o r e the Higtl Court. of Allahabac by

filing ~rit Petition No.19016 of 2001 but even the HontblL

Hiqh Court of Allahabad dismissed the p titian by bse vin~

that they are not inclined to inte fere against t ne consent.

or de r •

4. Law is well settled that r e v ie c can be filed only if

the rei s sam e a p par e n t err a ran the face 0 f r e cor d 0 r t h (2

I

are some new facts which coi.Lo not have been br ou ch t on re 0

inspite of due delifgence by both the parties. In tne i ns t a n

case, since Tribunal had passed the order a per the co n se nt

of beth the parties, it cannot be said that there is a n y e r

apparent on the face of the record.
r-.
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applicant "s counsel could not o r o cu ce d a judgment that is no

ground to file a review. At this point, it would be relevant

to refer to the Judgment of Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case

of AJIT KUMAR RATH VERSUS STATE OF ORISSA 2002(2)SLJ 108

wherein in has been held that review cannot be claimed or asked

for merely a fresh hearing or arguments. Similarly in the case

of 8HARAT PETROLEUM CORPN. LTD AND OTHERS 1995{2 )SCC 15 Hon'ble

f
Supreme Court has he ld that once parties h ad consented to the

award they cou l c not be allowed to go behind it. It would be

further relevant to quote the Judqment reported in JT 1996(SCC)Sf

in the case of State of Maharashtra and Another Versus Prabhakar

Bhikaji Ingle. In that case it was held that Tribunal could not

review its order, after the o r ce r passed by the Tribunal was

confirmed by the Apex Court by refusing to grant the SLP. The

same principle would apply in the present case as well. SinC6

applicant hac app r o a c te d , Hon'ble High Court of Allahab ad who
f

were pleased to dismiss the petition by observing that no

interference is called for in a consent order, definitely they

can not be allowed to reopen the case by filing review

application subsequently.

s. In view of the' <hove discussion, we find no good ground

to entertain the Review Applications. Ac cor dingly both the

R.As are dismissed with no order as to costs.

/
Member (A)Member (J)


