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IN THE CENTRAL. ADMJNIS'I'RATIVE TRIBUNAL~ JAJPUR BENCH 1 JAIPUR. 

R.A Nc.l/2000 Date cf order: '2-)2..-/ L-t:Y"'dC 

H.P.Rayu S/o Shrj Pramoa Praeanna Rayu agee abou~ 65 yearey R/o C/o 

N.P.Raya Rly.Quarter No.505-LB 1 Plot Nc.70B~ Naeja Colcny 1 Near Ram 

Mandjru Gangapur Cjty~ Djett .sawajrrac"'hopur (ReUred Shunter) • 

• • • Appl j_cante. 

Ve. 

l. Unjon of Incja through the General Manageru W.Rlyu Churchgate 1 

Borrbay. 

2. The Djvjejonal Rajlway ManagerQ Weetern Rajlwayu Kota. 

• •• Reeponcent. 

Mt.P.P.Mathur CouneeJ for appljcant. 

PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWALu JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

Thje Revjew Appljcatjon hae been fjled to recall/revjew the cr6er of 

thje Trjbunal 6ate6 17.12.99 paeeea jn O.A Noa467/94~ H.P.Ray Vs. U.O.I & 

Anr. 

2. Vjde order dated 17.12.99 1 thje Trjbunal has ajerrjseed the O.A fjled 

by the appljcant wjth no order ae to coste. 

4. We have perused the avermente made jn thje Revjew AppljcaUon ana 

also perused the judgrrent deljverec by thje Trjbunal dated 17.12.99 jn O.A 

No.467/94. 

5. The rrajn contentjon of the learned counsel fer the appJjcant jn thjs 

Revjew AppljcaUon hae been that the Trjbunal has net appredatec the 

subject matter jn controversy and the facte therejn jn the correct 

prospectjve. 

6. Sect jon 22(3) of the AcmjnjstraUve Trjbunal Act i 1985 confers on an 

Admjnjstratjve Trjbunal djschargjng the functjons under the Actu the same 

powere as are vested jn a Cjvjl Court under the Cc:Oe of Cjvjl Procedure 

whHe tryjng a euH jn -respect jnter alja of revjewjng Hs dedsjons. 

Sec.22(3)(f) js ae under: 

"Sec.22(~)(f): 

A Trjbunal ehall have 1 for the purpose of ojschargjng jte 
functjons under thjs Actu the same powers as are vestee jn ~ CjvjJ 
Court under the Code of CjvD, Proceaurey 1908 (5 of 1908) 1 whDe 
tryjng a sujt 1 jn respect of the followjng matter. narrely 

7. A Cjvj} Court's power to revjew Hs own aedsion under the Cc6e of 

CjvjJ Procedure je contajnec jn Order 47 Rule lu Order 47 Rule J provjdee 

as follows: 

"Order 47 Rule l: 
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Applic~tion for review of judgment: 

0 

(1) Any person consi6edng himself eggdeved: 
(a) by: a decree or order from whkh an appeal i e allowed • but from 
Which no appeal hae been preferred. 
(b) by a decree or order·from which no appeal is allowed 1 or 
(c) by .e det~sion en reference froro a Court of SmaJJ Caueee and who 1 · 

from the discovery of new and important matter or evidence which.· 
after the exerciee of due deligence wee not within hi~ knowledge or 
could net be produced by hiroat the time when the 6ecree wee paEsed 
or order made 1 or on account of sowe mi etake or error apparent on 
the face of the record 1 ·or for any ether sufficient reason 1 deeires 
to obtain a review of the decree paeeed or order made against him 1 

may apply for a. review of ].udgment to the cour.t whkh paseed the 
decree or made the.order." · 

8. On the:basis of the above proposition of law1 it is clear that power. 

of the review available to the AdiPini~trative Tribunal ie similar to power 

given to ciyil court under Order · 47 Rule 1 of Civil Procedure Co6e 1 

therefore 1 ar!ly person who consider himeelf aggdevec by a decree cr order 
. . 

from which pn appeal i e allowed but from whkh no appeal hae been 

preferred 1 can apply for review under Order .. 47 Rule (1) (a) en the ground· 

that ·there is an error apparent on. the face of the record cr from the· 

discovery of:new and important matter or evidence which after the exerdee 

of due deligence wes not within hie kncwjedge cr could not be prccuced by 

him at the'time.when the decree or order wae paEeed but it has new come to 

hie knowledg~. 

9. What ti::Je petit-ioner ie claiming through this review petition is that 

this Tribunai should reappreciate the facts andmatedal on record. Thie 

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

review· conferred upon it under the law. It hae been held by Hon'~le 
: . . . 

·Supreme Court in the caee of ~mt.Meera Bhanja Vs •. Nirro.al Kumari 1 AIR 1995 

SC . 455 · that reappreciating. facte/law amounte to · overetepping the 

jurisdiction· conferred upon the Courts/Tribunal while. :reviewing ite own 

decisione. In the present petition aleo the petitioner is trying to cJaim 
< . 

reappreicati6n. of the facte. and roater.ial on reccrd which is decidedly 

beyond the power· cf review conferred upcn the Tribunal and aE held by 

Hcn'ble Supreme Court. 

10. It has been observed by the Hen 'ble Suprewe . Court in a recent 

judgment Aiit Kumar Rath Ve. State of OriEsa & Ore. JT 1999(8) SC 578 that ---- ----- -- --· --- --. - --· ' 

a review can,not be claiwed or asked ~or merely for a fresh headng or 

arguments or: correction of. an erroneoue view taken earlier 1 that ie tc 

say 1 the power of review can be exercieed only for correction of a patent 

error of law or fact which stares in the face without any elaborate 

argument being needed for establiehing it. It may be pointed cut that the 
I 

expression "~ny other sufficient reason" used· in Order 47 Rule l means a 
[ 

reaeon euffieiently analogoue to those specified in the rule. 
. I 
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11. In thei instant case. on the perusal of. the ;~6rcef';C~delivered anc 
' .. ,;. ':...' 
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. also the recorc ~as a whcle 1 we are o-f the- ccneicered opinion that there is 

no error apparent on the face of the reccrc and no new hpcrtant fact cr 

evidence hae coree into the notice of thie Trjbunal on the baeje of which 

the oroer paeeea by the Trjbunal ~an b€ revjewed. · 

12. In .vjew o:f··the 'above~ and the facts .and drcuiTletancee of thje caee 1 

we do not fjno 9ny error apparent 9n the face of the record tc review the 

iiTlpugned -order ~no therefcrea there i_e nc baeis to revjew the above order. 

l:.Q:.t,ar:e,. dismiss this reviow application having no merits. 

(N.P.Nawani) ~l) 
Meiilber ( A ) • Mell'ber ( J ) • 


