IN THe CENTRAL AUMUNISTRAT IVE TRIGUNAL
ALL AHAB A0 HeNCH, ALLAHABRD
RHefA, Nce2274 of 1993
(In D.A, No.627 of 1992)
Uat. of order 2.5,19%4

Uniusn of India and another veu Applicants
“Virsuse
shri 0.,P, Talwar . rnespondents
CuRAM 3 Hon'ble ohri k.K.Sinha,Memoer (J)
O RODER

Hon'ole ohri A.K.Sinha, Memoer (J)se

"« This applicatiun in revieu is directed
agsinst the judgmenti/eorder dat.d 19.7.19:3 passed in
LeRe Noosn27 of 1992 allowing the application in part,
the gpplicant had pra;ed f.r a directiun to the

respondents to pay the applicant his dues relacing to
arcears of pay under the new scale of pay, packing
@llowance, overtime allowance, bonus,etc. He had also
praysd f.r a direction to the pension disbursing
authurity to reduce his pension from the date of
payment of the commutatiun value or as admissible under
tne rules and to cancel the orders Ffor reduction of
pe.sion From 18.12.,1986 as gentioun=d in his P.P.0.

2, The applicants (resgondents in 0, k.627/92)
have filed this review applicaticn on the ground that

as per tne circular of the rRailway wsoard the respondent
\@p.licanc in 0,Ae627/82) was entitled fur commubation

vzlue of the pension to the applicacion to commut ation,
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that is, 1.1..1986 and due to non-submission of the
Railway circular, the mistake has occurred in the
judiment which needs to pe revieuwed,

3. The applicants have alsus filed a petition

for condunation of delay for filing the revieuw,

4, The judgment/order in U.A.627/92 wzs passed
on 19.7.19%3 and the review application was filed on
3,2.19%4 which is onviously mor= than 30 days from the
date of the order. HRule 17 of the Central Administrative
Triounal (Procedure)Rulas,1987, clearly lays down that

nu petiticn for reviesw shall be entertained wunless

filed

it isfwithin 30 days frum the date of the order for
W

which review is su sought, The explanzticn for

deley is thst when the judgment was studied ah d
importent policy matter was in conflict, so the
present review wes filed,

5. I heve gone through the judgment and I

do nct find amy errocr apparent on the feéce of the
recerd., HRather, cn the contrary, the cese of the
applicant was hutdy contested by the resgondents in the
oricinal epplicsticn and after elapcrste comsideraticon
of facts eand Railway circulers produced con oghslf

of the respondents present applicents), the matter was
deci ded both on fact ang leaw,. It is pou & well
setiled propositicn of law thzt e review 1lies either
on a discovery of new and importens matter or evidence
which after the exercise of due diligence was nut
within the knowledge of the applicent or could not be

producec Dy him 8t tne time wvhen the crlder was made or
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wnen there is some mistake or errcr apparent cn the
face of it in the juagment, Ng such case has been made
out in the grounits of review. It has been held Dy the
ppsx Court 1in AIR 1979 Suprema Court,page 1047 that
power cf review may not be exercised cn the gro.nd that
the decisiun was erronecus on merit and that, that

would be the province of Court cof Appesal and that s
power ef revieu is not to be confused with an appellate
power which may enzble the Appellete Cocurt tu correct

all manner cf eryors committed oy the Supurdinzte Lourt,

6. In thet vieuw of the matter, I am of the vieu
that power of TFeview cannot be exercised by this
Tribunzl on the ground that the decisicn ues eLTUNEDUS
on merit or in conflict with the policy=-cecisiocn of the
Government end that in my view, would be the prevince

of a Court of Appeal; sand that ths pouver of review

is not to be confused with the appellate power which
may enzble the Appellcte Court to correct all

manner of errors if at al) committed by the Tribunzl.
7e In the result, there is no merit in this

review applicacien and the same is,accordingly dismis sed,
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