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IN THE CENTRA_L ADMINISTRAT VE. TRIBUNA,L, JAIPUR BENCH,. JAIPUR. 

R.A No .3/2001 . _ Iate of ~rder: :i; }~}~'ii-J _ 
ishav B;hushan Sha,rma, S/o Ayodhya Prasad, R/o E-:-56, Shastri 

I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

agar, Ajmer, working as Cashier, 0/o'Telecom Distt.Manager; Ajmei 

I 

I ••• Applicants. 

I Vs. 

Union of India throJgh the Secretary .to the Govt· of ·India, Mini.-

~f CGmmul)i~ations, Dbptt .• of Telecomnunic~tion, New Delhi. 

Chief General Manage~ _Telecommunications, Rajasthan Circle, Jaipur 

belecom Distt.Manage~, Ajmer. · ·. . . . . · 

rlecom District Eng~neer, Ajmer. ··.· . 

. . I . • •• R~spondent. 
I .. 

Mr.K.L.Thawani ;_ Counsel ffr applicant. 

PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWALI, 'JUDICIAL MEMBER. 
- . . I - . 

. . . i . . . I I -

his review applica~ion has been filed to recall/review the order 
. 1 . . 

of th · s Tribunal dated 115,.12.2000 passed in o.A No.410/96, Vish'l.va 
. I • 

Bhush Sharma vs. UOI & o
1

rs. ($, -~-"---....-
--------- -2. ide order dated 15~12.2000, this Tribunal dismissed the O.A with 

no or er as to costs. _1·· 

3. I· e have perused ~he I averments made in this Review applicat~on· and 

also·perused. the order d~livered by this Tribunal dated 15.12.2000 in . .I . · · · I - . 
O.A NoAl0/96. 1· 

4. ~he mai~ contention/_of the learned. counsel_ for the applicant in 

this ~e~iew Applieation . ~s to r¢view/reconsider ,the O.A with the ne•tJ 

evidence which has been p4oduc~ -in the review application. _ . _ · · 

5. · .!section 22_(3)pof thfAdministrative Tribunals Act, 1985 confers on 

Admin~strative Tribunal .9ischargirig the functions under the Act, ·the 

same powers as are vest~ in a Civil Court under .the _Code of Civil 
. . - I ~ . . -
Pro~~re while- trying a j,suit in respect inter alia of: reviewing its 

dec1s~ons. · · 

6. -~1Acivil Court •s poJr to review its own decision under the COde of 

C~v~l : P_rocedure is. cont)lined in Order 47 Rule 1, Or~er 47. Rule 1 _ 

provides-as follows: . · 

"Order 47 Rule 1; A plication for revi5=!W of judgment: 
' I . - • 

- (l)Any person considering himself aggrieved; -

(a) by a deere~ or Jrder from Which· an appeal is allowed~ but-from 

··.which no appeal haslbeen preferred.· _ . . ·_ . . .. 

(b)' by a decree or l"rder from which no.appea~ is allowed, or 

(~) by a· decision on ref~ence from a.Court of small· causes and 
. . . I . - . : / . -

who, from the discovery of new and irrportant matter or evidence 

~hich. after the eJercise of ·due deligence was not· within his 
1 ' 

knowledge or could lnot be produece<J by him at the time when the 
I . 
I 

I 
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de ee was passed or O'lfder made, or on account· of some mistake or 
. . I . . 
· er or ap:r;:erent on th~ face of. the record, or for- any other 

- .. 
su , ficient reason, desires to obtain a review of the decree passed . . i . - - . 
or order made against ihim, ·may apply _for a review of judgment to 

th court which passed the decree or made the order." 

7 •' 6n the basis of the above proposition of law, it is clear that 

power:_of1 the review availab~e to· the Administrative TribUnal is similar 

to powe1 given t~ civil coutt under Order·47 Eule l of Civii Procedure 

Co<ie, t~eref~r~, any person! who conSider himself aggrieved, by a~. decree 

or orde~ from which an ap~al is allowed but from which no appea],. has . : . I . . . . . 
- been pr$ferred, can· apply ~or .review under qrder 47 Rule l (a) on the 

ground ~hat th~re is an errdr appare~t .on the fa~e of the record or from 
I. ,. • . . I . . . 

the dis~very of new and ifrt>ortant matter. or evidence which after the 

exercise of dUe deligence -Jas not within his knowledge or could not be· 
. I , . - . 

. - f?roducecil by _him ·at~ the ti~f when the decree or or~e~ was Pa.ssed b.lt it 

· ~as ~ow-/come to his knowl~e. . · . , . _ . 

8 What the petitioner lis ·claiming through this review petition is. 

that ~hrs Tribunal shoUl~ r~appreci~te ,the facts and material on .rec~\ 
This is beyond the purview I o~ this ~ibunal while exercising tpe powers · 

of' the review conferred upon it under the law. It has been held by 
. ' I 

Hon 1ble Supreme-Court in ttie case of S~t.Meera ·Bhanja Vs. Nirmal Kumari, · 
. ! ~. ~ --

AIR 1995 SC 455 that reapPreciating facts/law amounts to.overtstepping 
. I ' . 

the jm;:-isdiction conferred/ upon the Courts/Tribunal while reviewing its 

own-detisions. In the pres~nt petition also the petitioner is'trying to 

claim .reappreciation ·of the fact~. and material on record which .is 
• I . . • 

~ I . 
·decided!~ beyond the p~wer/ of review conferred upon the Tribunal and as 

I . . I . 
held by Hon• ble Supreme Court·. 

. i . . I 

9. . ~t has been observ¥ by. the Hori • ble Supreme Court - in ~-- re.cent 

judgiDeht Ajit Kumar Rath' ~s. State of Orissa & brs, JT 1999(8) SC 578 

-.'/- ·tha~ ~-review cp.mot -be claimed . .or asked for ~rely for a :i~es~ p~ring · 
.,.....?'. • I II . . . • . . . . 

~- or arguments or correctiop of an erroneous· view taken earlier, that is 

· to say, ~he power of review can be:, exercised only for correction of a 

patenJ ·.error of law o:r I fact which stares in the face without anv 
.. -' . I . I. . . 

. elabo~ate argument being needed. for establishing it. It may be pointed 
I . . .j 

out trat_ the expression •;any other suf,ficient reason• used in Order 47 

Rule [ means a reason sufficiently a~logous to those specified in the 

rule. . · I 
0. We have given ~i1ous. cons~deration to_ the ·contention raised by 

·the~l (irned counsel f9r tre applicant in the Re:view application ana alsq 

peru d the order dated 15.12.2000 passed in O.A No.410/96 and· the whole· 

case file thorougl~. We ?ave -~1~ .g.iv_~n anxious co~~der~tion to ~ra 9 

of r order and we see that deta1led reasons are also g1ven why 1t was 
' J . . . . . ' ·I - . . . . . . . -

i I. · . · . 
I I 
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I . 
equita,le to give such direction~ and we d9 not find any error apparent· 

on the/ face of the record and no/new irrportant' fact or evidence has come 

into the notice of this_ Tribunal on the basis of which the order passed 

by thJ Tribunal can be reviewed. - . 

11. 'jrn view of the abov~ and t~e facts and circumstances of this case, 

we do! not find any error · apparent on the face of the record · to review 
; 

the impugned order and th~refore,- ~here is no basis to review the above 
I, 

order~-

12. /we,· therefore, 
I 

(A.P.~ 
Member (A). 

dismiss the review application having no merits. 

~ 
,' (S~K.Agarwal) 

Merilber ( J) • 


