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IN THE CENTRAL,L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.
R.A Ne.1/2000 Dete cf crder: 212)l2201ﬂ3 _
€5 yeersy R/oc C/o

N.P.Ray. Rly.Quarter Nc.505-LB, Plot Nc.70E, Nasja Co1onyg Near Rem
Mandir, Gangepur City, Distt.Sswaimscdhcpur (Retired Shunter).

H.P.Rayy S/c Shri Pramod Prasanna Ray, age¢ abcu

5 K - ...Applicente.
Vs.
1. Union cf In¢ia through the General Menager, W.Rly, Churchgate,
Borrbay. ‘
2. The Divisicnal Railway Manager, Western Railway, Kcta.
‘ . ‘ .+ .Respendent .

Mr.P.P.Mathur : Counsel for applicant.

PFR HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.

This Review Application has been filed te recall/review the order cf

this Tribunal dated 17.12.99 passed in O.A N¢,467/94, H.P.Ray Ve. U.C.I &

Anr.

2. Vide crder dated 17.12.99, this Tribunal has disrissed the 0.2 filed

by the'appljcant with no order as to costs.

4. We have perused the averments made in this Review Applicetion and

also perused the judgment Selivereé by this Tribunal dated 17.12.99 in O.A
No.467/94.

5.  The mein contention of the learned cqunéél fer the spplicent in this

Review Application has been that the Tribunal has nct appreciated the
sdbject metter in contrcversy and the facte therein in the correct
prospective.
6.  Section 22(3) of the Aéministrative Tribunal Act,; 1985 confers on éan
Administrative Tribunal djscharging the functions under the Act, the same
powers as are vested in a Civil Ccurt under the Cole of Civil Prccedure
while trying a suit in ‘respect inter alia cf reviewing its Jdecieicne.
Sec.22(3)(f) is as under: :
"Sec.22(3)(f):
A Tribunal =shall have, for the purpose of dJiecharging its
functicns under this Act, the same powers as are vested in a Civil
Court under the Code of Civil Precedure, 1908 (5 of 1908), while
trying a suit, in respect cf the fcllowing matter, namely
(f) reviewing ite decisicne;"
7. B Civil Ccurt's power tc review its cwn decisicn under the Ccée cf

Civil Procedure is contained in Order 47 Rule 1, Order 47 Rule 1 provides

as follows:

"Order 47 Rule 1:
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e_Aplecathn for review of -judgment:
(1) Any person considering himself aggrieved:
(a) by a decree or crder from which an appeal is allowed, but from
which no appeal has been preferred.
(b) by @ decree or order from which no appeal is allowed, or

(c) by.2 decision cn reference frowm a Court of Small Causes and who, -
frcm the discovery of new and important metter cr evidence which, -

after the exercise of due Seligence wes not within his knowledge cr
could nct be prcduced by him at the time when the Jdecree wes passed
or order. made, cr cn account of some mistake or errcr spparent on
the face of the record;“or for any cther sufficient resscn, desires
to obtain a review cf the decree passed cr order made against him,
may apply for a review -of judgment tc the ccurt wh:ch passed the
decree or made the order." .

8. Cn the: ba=J= of the above propo=:t:on cf law, it ie clear that power.

of the review avaJlab]e tc the Administrative Tribunal is similar to power

© given te c:v:l court under Order -47 Rule 1 of Civil Procedure Ccde,

therefore, any person who consider himself aggrieveé by a decree cr crder

from .which an appesl is allowed but from which no appeal has been

preferred, can apply for review under Order 47 Rule (1)(a) cn the grcund-

that -there is an error apparent cn. the face of the record cr from the

di=ccVery of :new and jmportant matter or evidence whjch after the exercise
of due Jdeligence wes not within his kncvﬂedge cr could nct be prcduceo by
him at the time when the decree or order was passed but it has ncw comre to
his knowledge. :

9.  What the petitioner is claiming thrcugh this review petition is thet

thie Tribunal shculd resppreciaté the facte and material con record. This

is beyond thé purview of this Tribunal while exercising the powers of the

review conferred upon- it under the law. It has been held by Hon'Ble

-Supreme-Court in the case of Smt.Meera Bhanja Ve. Nirmel Kumeri, AIR 1995

SC . 455 that reappreciéting_ facte/law amounts to «cveréteppjng the
jurisdictjon'conferred upen the Ccurts/Tribunal whiletrevjewjng ite own
decisions. In the present petition also the petiticner is trying tc claim
reappreication. of the facts and meterial “en reccrd which is decidecly
beyond the power cf- review conferred upcn the Tribunal and as held by
Hen'ble Supreme Court.

'10. Tt has been cbserved by the Hcn'ble Sﬁprene -Court in a recent

judgment Ajit Kumer Rath Ve. State of Orissa § Ors. JT 1999(8) SC 578 that

a review cannot be claimed or asked fcr merely for a fresh hearing or
arguments er: ccrrection of ~an erroneocus view taken earlier, that J° tc
say; the power of review can be exerciced cnly for ccrrection of a patent
error of lay or fact which stares in the face without any elaborate
argument beiﬁg needed for establishing it. It may be pcinted cﬁt that the
expressjcn-"ény other sufficient reason" used in Order 47 Rule 1 means a

reason suffjﬁjently analogous to thcse specified in the rule.

11. In the Jnetant cas€, on the perusel of the‘fcroerfﬁ;delnvered anc
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.also the record:as a whcle, we are of the censidered opinicn that there ie
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nc errcr appareﬁt on the face of the reccrd and no new impcertant fact cr.
evidence has come into the notice of this Tribunal on the basis of which
the order passed by the Tribunal cen be reviewed.

12. In view of*the‘ébove,'and the facts and circumstances of fhjs casey
we do hotAfind any error apperent cn the face of the reccrd tc review the
impugned order and therefcre, there is nc basis to review the above order.

13. Wey

herefore, Gismiss this review application having no merits.

(N.P.Nawani) . ' (S.K.AJarwal)
Member (A). : _ : B Merrber- (J).




