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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. I J AI PUR BENCH I 

R.A No.l/2001 1 rate. of order: 

1. Union of India, through. Secretary to - the 

JAIPUR. 

7fJrj. U·i·--~-
J . . 

Govt, Deptt • of 

. Telecommunications, sanchar Bhawan, New Delh:i. 

2. Chief General Manager,. Teecom, Rajasthan Circle, Jaip1r. 
. -

3. Gener,al Mana9er, Telecom Deptt, Kota • 
. 4 •. J'ID Incharge, CTO Office, Kota. 

• •• Re~iew petitioners• 

\ 
Vs~ 

Sh.Madhusudan Gupta, S/o Sh.Brij Mohan Gupta, R/o Gurudwara Road, 

Kota Jn, Working as Telegraphist, CTo, Kota.-. 

~ •• Respondent. 

Mr.Mr.M·.Rafiq - Counsel for review petitioners • 

• 
PER HON'BLE ~~S.K.AGARWAL, ,JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

·, This review a-cation has been filed t'o recall/review the order 

of this Tribunal dat~ 16~8.2000passed in O.A No.412/9, Madhusudan GuP,:t;a 
/ 

Vs. UOI & Ors alongwith M.A No.22/200l for condonation of delay in 

filing th,e Review ApPlication.· 

2. The M.A for condonatic~n of delay is allowed· and the delay is 

col10oned. . 
' 1 • ' -~, J" 

3. Vide order dated 16.8.2000 this Tribunal allowed the O~A~with the 

direction to the respondJnts to pa~ the applicant the pay ~~a-allowances 
' . 

of the post of Sr.'IDA(T) w.e.f. 9.5.·95 till he is working on the post 

and to fix his pay in the pay seale a·pplicable for Sr.'IOA (T) within two 

months ftom the date of receipt of a copy' of this order. Iri the ~c:ts _ 

and circumstances of th.is case, the applicant shall :not pe entitled to 

any interest ·on the amount -~o payable' to him with no order as to costs. 

4. we have perused the averments ·made in this Review appli_cation and 
"- ~ .. --

also ·perused the order deliverd by this Tribunal dated 16.8.2000 in O.A 

No.412/97. -

5. The . main cont:ention of the . learned counsel· for the review 

petitioner in. this Revie'Vi Application is to hear the . O.A afr~sh on 

metits and to re-examir1e the validity of the order Annx.Al and the order 
\'1. ' " .... 

of DGP&T, New Delhi dated.2S.;6.,1965 ... 
'{.-·· 

6~ Section 22(3) of the ~drrilnistrative TribUnals Act-, 1985 confers on 

Administrative Tribunal di~b~\rging the functions under the Act, the· - . \ . 

same powers as are vested :in. _a Civil Court· under the Code of Civil 
. ' 

·Procedure· while trying a suit in respect inter alia of reviewing its 

decisions. _· .. ( 

7. A Civil Court's power< to revi~~ its own decisioq under the Code of 

Civil Procedure is conl\~dned in O~der .47. Rule .1 1 -brder 47. Rule l 

\ ' 
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provides as follows: 
, "Order. 47 Ru,le ·1; Application for· review of judgment: 

( l)Any perso~ considering hi~elf aggri~ved; 
. . . 

(a) by a decree or order from which an appeal is allowed, but from 

Ml.ich no appeal has been greferred. . ~ ~ . 

~. (b) by a d~cree or o~~r from _which no appeal i~ a.llowed, or . 

(c) by a decision on reference from a Court ;.of srrall . cause13 and 

who, from tl}e discovecy 'of ne'w. and important 'matter or evidence 
' . ' - - . . ~ 

which after the. exercise- of du.e deligence was . not . within his 
. ' . 

'knowledge or could not bT produeced. by him at the time when the 

de_cre~ was passed or oraer. made, or on account .of some mistake or 

error apparent on the _face of the record, or for . any other 

:sufficient reason, desires t~ obtain a revi~W.9f the de~ree pasSed 

<?~ ord~r made a~a~~~ hi~, may _apply for a re':'iew of :judgment to 
' . 

. the court· which. passed the decree or made the order." • • 

8. On the l:>asis of the above ·pr~position of law, it is clear that 

power ·of the review. available t.o' the Administratiye· 'l'ritunal is similar 

. to power giv~ri to civil- court unde~ order 47 Rule '1 of Civil Procedure 
. ' . 

·Code, therefore,. any person who .consider h~mself aggrieved by a decree 

.or order. from which an appeal is allowed ·bit. from which no appeal has 

?een preferred,· can apply tbr review. under Order 47 Rule 1 (a) on the 
. ' 

g~?und that there is. an error appa:r:en t ~m the face of the record or from 

the discovery of ne~·and 'important 'matter or.eviderice which after.the 

exercise of due de;Ligence Wa.s ~ot within his knowledge or could .not be 
. ' . ' . 

. produced by him at the time _when the decree or order was. pas~ed but it 
I . , , . " . · • 

·has now come to·his kno~ledge. 

9. What the petitioner is ciaiming. through this- review petition is 

that this Tribunai should reappreciate the facts and rraterial on record. 

This.· is beyond the purview of this ,Tribunal while exercising the powers 

of the review .. conferred upon ·it under the l~w. lt has been held by 

H9n 1 ble-supreme Court in the case of.Smt.Meera·Bhanja Vs. Nirmal Kumari, 
; --

AIR 1995 SC 455 that r~ppre~iating facts/law amcnmts to. overtstew:i,ng 

the jurisdiction conferred upon the Courts/Tritupal while reviewing its 
' j • • 

own d~cisions. in the present petition ~llso the petftioner is trying to 

claim reappreciation of the facts ·and material on record which is 

decide~:Uy beyond the powel:: of review conferred upon the Tribunal and as 

held by ·Bon 1 ble Supreme Court. 
, . ' ~ ' 

10. It has been observed by the_ Hon 1 ble Supreme Court in a recent 

judgment Ajit Kumar Rath Vs~ State of Orissa. &_ ors, JT 1999(8) sC 578 

·that a. review cannot be claimed or asked for merely for a .fresh hearing 
,. ' . ~ . 

or arguments or correction of an erroneous view taken ·earlier, that is 
. " - . . . 

to say, the power of rev~ew can be exercised only for. correction of a 
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patent error of law or fact which stares .ln the face without any 

:elaborate argument being ~eeqed for est~blist,iirig it. It may be pointed 

out' that the expr~ssi9n 1 any other su'fficient reason 1 used in Order 47 

Rule 1 means a reason sufficiently analogous to those ·~pecified in the 

rule. 

· 11. · _we have giv~n anxious considera~ion to. the cootent_ion raised by 

'ttie· learned counsel for the appl_icant in the Revie~ application and alsO 

perused the order dat~ i6.8.2000 passed in.·O.A No.412f97 a~ the mole 

- case file· thorougly. We· have also give~ anxious consideration to para_ 6 

of oor' order and, we see that ~tailed· ~easons. ar~ a.lso gi~en why it was 

equitable to give such direction. and we do not,firid any error apparent 
. . ~ . . 

on the face .of the record and ~o new inportan~ fact or evidence has come 

irito the notice· of this 'Tritimal on_ the oasis of 'which the order .passed 

.. / by the Tribunal· can be" reviewed. 

12. In view ·of abov~ arid the. facts and circumstances of this case, we 

do. not. find' any error apparent on the ·face of . .the record to review the · 

impugned orde~ · and therefore,. there is no basis to review. the ·above 

order. 
. . 

We, therefore,. dismiss tlile review application having no merits. 

(N.P.Nawani) 

Member (A)·. 
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q·. A o··~o . 
/~~ / (S.K./{garwal) 

Member ( J ) • · · 
. ' 


