.. RB No. 7/20C2 (OB Nc.443/2001)

IN THE..JCENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE ATRIBUNAL', .JAIPUR BENCH
 JAIPUR
‘Date cf Qrdér:.03.06,2002
1. Unicn "c¢f Indiea :throughr'Sécretary, _Depaffment  of
Atqmic Energy, Anushskti Bhavdn, C.S.M.Marg, Mumbai.
2. Director, .Atcmic_ | Minerals._ Direcfbrate _ -for,
.éxplcrafjon "and Research, AMD, Complex,- ﬁeguﬁpet,
f Hyderabad. o ;
3. Regjcnej.Direétor, Wéstern ?egicn (esrlier calleé as
Nerth Wegtern ﬁggicn), Atcmic Minerals Direftofate
’ fdr Explcraticn and-Research,'Jaiéur;
.o Regpcndents/applicants
Versus -
1. S.K.Sharma e/ late Shriv Jaisﬁraj Sharma Y/c 57,

Ghansheyam - Vihar, 'Veisheli Marg, P.C., Meenzwela,

Jaipur.

3

.+ Applicent/respcrndent
Mr. Bbanwar Begri -— counsel for respondents/applicénts.‘
" ORDER

This review applicatioﬁ' has  _been filed¢ by the

respcndents in’ the OA tc reczll/review the order of this

Tribunal dJdated 28.3.2002 paessed in . OR  Nc.443,2001,

S.K.Sherma v. Unicn cf India and ors., con several grounds

contained in this review epplication.. -

By

2. Vide order dasted .28.3.2002, this Tribunal allcwed

,the OA by quéshihg the - chérgesheetv dated 28.6.95 and

djrécting the respondents tc pay the 2pplicant all retiral

'.benefits within. a pericd ‘of six moenthe frem the &ate cof

the crdef, failihg which the applicent <chall be entitled



te interest ,af the rate c¢cf 9.5% per

bénefit5~éfe actﬁally paidt

3.1.

Rath -

Ve Staté_gi;Orissé and ore., 47T 1999 (8) sSC 578 has

:‘2 T

annum ti;l such

We have perused the averments made and grcunds taken

in thies review application and alsc the order of this

'Tribunal\dated 28.3.2002.

‘The ch'ble'Supreme Cocurt in the cese. cf Ajit Kumar:

held

v

‘ o -, . Y,

."ﬁcwér,of review available ta the « Tribunal ié the
'éame 25 has been givenvté a Coﬁft vnder Section 114
réad.With.Ordér 47 CPC. The powef is ncf absclute
.and'is hedged in By_the restfictions‘indicatéd in
Order 47. The pcwer can’ be. exercised on the

applicafion cf a person cn the discovery of new and

© important matter‘ or evidénce>:which, after the

\

exercise of due diligence, was not within his
kncwledge or cculd not be produced by him at the
time wheﬁ the crder wes made. The pcwer. can alsc be
exergised on ‘account tcf ;somé ristake or error
apparent cn the face of the'rebord cr fer eny cthef
sufficient reasén. A review cannct  be'-claimed cor
'askeé for mereiy fecr & fresh héaring or arguments'cr
-éorrectién cf an errbneéué %iew taken earlier; thaf

/ o ’
is tc =ay:, the pcwer of review can be exercised only

for correcfion cf 2 petent errcr cf law cor fact

which stares in the face without any elabcrate
. ; o

,  argument being needed fcr establishing it. It may be

pointed - out that the -expressicn any cther

sufficient reason" used in Order 47 Rule 1 means 2

'



w

resascn sufficiently analocgcous tC'those'speéified in
_ T ] - , -

the rule."
3.2 'Havjng carefully perucsed the  reccrd aﬁd keeping in

view the Fjudgment cf the Hen'ble Apex Ccurt (supra), we

eare cf the view that there is nc'basis to review the crder

dated 28.3.2002 passed in OA No. 443/2001.
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4. We . therefore, dismiss thie Review Application
\ ’ : ‘ o
having no merits” at the circulation stage.
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(H.0.GUPTA) - ¢ ($.K.BGBRWAL)

Member (Administrative) . . Member (Judicial)
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