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A,..,4. 	p4f- 17 p ?.T P 	4-,-, £e,LUe1jL, UI 	 , 

Shop No.10, Comet Building, 
T-.1. U.DanuL .uaie, iuiiier IUau, 

Bandra (West), 
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1 	1 	4- 

	

- 	 ..J ., . 	 . . . 
	,pp1 ian i. 

B" y nUVUtL JI.O11U a iJ11jiy1 Bhosale 

V/s. 

mi-. TT,.,4-. -.• T i. .L11,. 
 UfliUfl UI iflula, 

Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), 

	

1 	 .-, na±it4ay DUQVQII, 1
?T'w Liiiij. 

2. The General Manager, 
Western Railway, 
Churchgate, Mumbai. 

	

J. The 	 nUVJ 1 71.4'j at 
7. ccounts Officer, 

T.7,-. 4- 

	

Lrn Ralw 	(111UL i1QL, 
Murnbai. 
Union Bank of India, 

-; '-p...-- 	-. riait _t. 1 	ui.. Di.. aiiii 
W) '- Ti- Vasai nu 	, 	sane. 	 ..• Respondents 

B" 7. 'a4--' .-1,. y nUVU 	 V.S.Masu11 

(ORDER) 

ifl this case, the order was passed by a Single Member ,  

Bench on 24 /1/2002 whereby the OA was dismissed. The applicant 

had gone to the i-ion'ble High Court where the applicant was 
-.11 	...-... 	.1.-. 	 -4-'4 	 4-1.. 	1 	...-. 	 -, 	1..- 	P7.TT 	. W.LLUULaW L11 pLILjOn WiLII iIi)LL LO approacu rti .Lor 

	

.-.. 	4-.-. 	 4... •.-.. .-..0 4-I..... 	 _.1..4, ,-.. UI 	ILt) 	J.Lur ill 	VJw UI L11 	eu L.LaJ.III UI Cjt,a1u 

errors apparent on the face of record and the petitioner was also 

4-4-.3 	4-- 	.'1.. 	 1.. 	............ 	4-1-....,. 	m...41..,,..,,,, iiuj L LWU LU .1. 1it IIatj L,aiUia LiOn JC.LULt L1I 	II iijuiicjj 

1 
nuiuingiy, the applicant ha come in review petition 
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.L. 

-.. 	4-. 	.1.-'l.. 	-. 	.1-4 	1 	.-..; i-.i-- 	,-. 	4. 	1...-. 	 - - 	, 	mt.-  . .-uUr L 	Lne us ion 	.. 	LQ L ion i iiO t.. 	iiig uiiaiereu. 

folowl 	ing prayer h a s been m a d e by the applicant  in the review 

petition. 

ii.-. 	 .l-1-....,4- 	4-i-. 	 'IA.I-l-. 	5.-. 	-.,.-.. 	1rtI) a. 	LIIaL L. 	jrui uaLU 1.±Lll uaflUai.y 	 e 
-' 	ri 	1 	0 	P 

	
-.-1.-..- 	4-.-. 	'1.. 1J  ,-. 	.1 4 .LeL-cLLieu a nu r . r . ( 	 uuL L 11aL  
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, 	rrrr\ .c., 	71.-. 	A / 	-.. 	1 I A /1 (7(1 Lu iaue rvi>eu rro ior 	 or 
TI.-.- (.IA / 	1 /1 /1(1OC ., 	7) 	lOr)A / 	-1 Il /irtrc on .L/I/iuu aflu rs.Lu,±,- on 	 in 
favour of Pensioner and struck down the erroneous 
pension recorded through Union Bank of India. 
m 	 .3 	 - 	 . 	 c iie 	rviaeu pnsiuiia uU as per i 'Jia 	rro t  s be 
given to the Pensioner with retrospective effect 
-a-.- 	I /411fl7(1 4-'ll r 	1 iiOffi i/±/ii 	Liii ilflailL.aLiOfl. 

1.-. 	 TTS 	l 7-Si 	1'.- 	..-..--.- 	 4-,.. 	4-7-..-. 	. 	•fl,4_• • 4- •  jj udujt may A},U.LL L1i nview rLiLiOu on 
humantaran grounds since your Honour, 
petitioner is in advanced age of 85 years. 
7... 4..,.--4-l- 	,3 	-.1 	.--.i 	.$ 7-..-. 	- 4- C. 	ruiy iuiLuC.L aflu iiflai iiiei IJ granLu in favour 
of the Petitioner he is entitled to." 

13 	 mt-..-. 1 alicant also gave a freaii 	aiculation chart on 

w
t.4  i4 ixi.--. L -. iiy was OJLaI1U from the respoUuuLa • 	m7 	Q-...iQ_l L has 

TI 	A I claime 	 as Pension from 1/4/1979 t u JIIiLJIuJ. The 

	

7,,-.-. 	, .- i -...... 1 . 	,-.7--..-..-. 	4-7-.-.4- re,/ufluU L 	IIaV 	veiy 	.iai I y aiioWii L1I L as 	the existing 

rules, permissible pension was Rs.291/- for the periou. 	The 

4 ,-.-.-,.-.-.4- 	1-.--..-. 	 .r..-..... 	71,-. 	(IC A / 	- 	 I !I /1 rtor 	4-.-. ap},ILLaixL iiaa 	,iiayu 	iui 	ra. r..i± - aS PCflSiuii ilUill i/i, i.YUU 

aed tha heul 1 ave s3i/iL/fi(InC,. The iaul  L u 	t 	tt 	mistake 

t.- 	a 7-.  has  7-_.-1 	-.-  	iicomm1tt 	- y 	L  

11-.,.- 171717 	 1..- C 4--,--. 	7_,_ included 100% Dearnaa ray irj wxtiaa oiiiy O% of DP is LO 

	

,-..-..-. 4 	 4-lS S 	SC taken i rui 	i1
.- aIull andLu1 iore his calculation is iflCOiLL. 

Similarly, the applicant has prayed for Rs.2895/- per month 

1/1 /11r1r1 	ii' 4-7-.-' 4- W,.i. 	 he respondents have stated LUQL as per 

h.  he amount comes to Bs 	 montcorrect calculat 	t    
_4•• ' 

mt.4,-. 	.-..-.1,..i.-4--4,-,.,,. 	-.1..-.-...._4. 	4.... 114.-,.--.. 	al F4-'----  liiui 1.']. V iaj uii IWIZ/bY the ot  

Manager, Mumbai Central, Western Railway and we find no reason to 

44-. uiaayi 	iiUIfl IL. 
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4. 	The applicant has given written arguments. 	We have 

	

one 	ha 	the saidherementidttperused it. However it is now  

calculation chart made by the respondents is incorrect. As per 

provisions under order 47 RU1C (1) of CPC, review is permissible 

on 	4-1-..-. 	 4 	4-i-...-. 	 .-.- 	 .-.-. 	- 	 4- 	4-. 	.-.4-4- 

	

ytounu Ot 	uiscuvery 	n 	lmJ)orLanL maLLet or 

evidence which, after the exercise of due diligence was not 

within the knowledge of the party or could not be produced by him 

at the time when the decree was passed or order made, or on 

account of some mistake or error apparent on the face of the 

record, or for any other sufficient reason. This is not the case 

of discovery of any new or important evidence which was not 

l-.-.,..--..1-.4- 	1-.....-..-.-. 	4-i-...-. 	4.,.,.--.1 	.-,1-..-.,.-. 	4-i-..-. 	 ..-.....A-.-.-- 	...-. 
!JU11 L IJtLU1 	LI1 	IL LLJU1iQJ W11H L4i Ut J tHat order WC1 	1a)bU. 

r4 	4 1-.-.--1.. 	 -... 	1T-.4- 	 -.-.-.._-l-. 	.,i-. 	• 4•••4••• 	,z 	i.. oimiiaii, lii 	 caiu±aLion 11QLL sumiLLeu 

applicant, examined an' replied to by the respondents, we do not 

find that there is any error apparent on the face of the record 

4 	4-i-. 	 4-. m 	4 t-...-.1 	i, 	-.-.1 	1- 1-. 	1 	4- 	 4 	4-. .Ll1 L11 	ULUL 	i rk Ij Llll.L. 	inc apt1au HaS iaiieu LU 	uifl 

out as to how the original order of the Tribunal dated 24/1/2002 

suffers from any patent error. ifl AIR 1964 SC 1372, Thungabhadra 

T... ..-..4--...-. 	T1-, 	ml-.-. P' 	 4- 	 .i-. 	T..--.,L-. 1-. -4- 1-.-..-. 1-..-. 1HuuLL±e IJLU V • ill 7oveLnmenL O 	nura riauSn 	 en 

held by the Apex Court that "review is not an appeal in disguise 

whereby an erroneous decision is reheard and corrected, but lies 

Ofli for patent error. We do not consider that this furnishes a 

.-...44-- L-.1 	 4.-. . 	.1 .-.14 .- 	-1-l-. 4-i-..-. _14. 	...--. ,-. 	-....i-. 	4-.., 1... 

	

uiLaJJJ UL..cabLun LOt ueaiin W.LLII LiliD uiLLeLnc 	AliausL1veLy 

.,._.-.4- A..--.4--.l 	1-...4- -4- • ..1.. 	 - -.- .•.-. 4- 	 1-1.-. ut 	in any gLa L ULa11, JUL L L iOuiu Utt 	 LO sa Lila 

where without any elaborate argument one could point to the error 

and say here is a substantial point of law which stares one in 



the face, and there could reasonably be no two opinion 

4-_.,_,4--.4,.._._ 	...1...-.,.4-. 	44- 	 4- 	4-t-.- 
i;I (Qii1U QJJJUL LL. Q 	LQL 	 of 	LL%.J.L a1j'cLLtflL Oii L11 	ta 

of the record would be made out," 

ml-.-. ,.-...I4,-..-. 4- 	 4-lU • .,4-,-. 	4- 	 1.-. - 	4-1 	f 	 ,-.l.. 
ayi.iiiaflL ev iuCflLiy 4a11Lb U LI) .L -IIear Lue 

..- 	l-. 	.,-. 	4 ..Z1. 	..-. 	 A.-. 	-..-,...l 4.-..,-. 	l.-.. 	+-l.-..-. 	rn,.. • l... 	..-..-. 1 	r uaS iCu uuSiuru aixu uiuu at iit ijy L11 ii ii.jUui . 	ifl v iw 

of this, the Review Petition cannot be entertained and is 

dismissed. 

(ANAND KUMAR BHATT) 
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