
IN THE ,cEN'I'RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN.A.L, .JAIFU.R BFNCH 

JAIPUR 

·Dat~ of order: 03.06.2b02 
I 

RA No. ~/20C2 (OA No.443/2001) 

. ' 

' India _through Secreta~y, Department of l. Union ·cf 

.Atsmic Energy, Anuehakti Bhav~~' C.S.M.Marg, _Mumbai. 

2. Director, Atc.mic Minerals. Directorate for 

~xploration- and Re~earch, AMD, Corople~, B£gvmp~t, 

Hyderabad. 
I 

3. Regjcnal. Director, Western Fegicn (e:-arlier ca.Jlec ae 

' . North Western Region), Atomic MjneralE Directorate-
' 

for Exploration and Rese:-arch, Jai~ur~ 

Respondents/applicantE 

VersuE' 

l: S.K.Sharma 'e/o late Shri Jaishraj Sharwa r/c 57, 

Ghanshayaw .Vjhar, V~jshali Marg, P.O., Meenawala, 

,, Jaipur. 

•• Applicant/respondent 
'r 

Mr. Bhanwar Bagri ·- counsil for respondents/applic~nts.· 

-ORDER 
.·. 

This review applic;:ation has· _been filec by the 

respcncents in· the OA to recall/review the order of this 

Tribunal dated 28.3.2'002 pass eo in , OA No.443;200l, 

S.K.Sherma v. Union of India and ore., en several grounds 

contained in this review application~ 

2. Vide order cJateo .28~3.2002, · fhjs Tribunal allowe-d 

,the Oh by qu~shj~g th~ charg~Ehee:-t dateo 28.6.95 and 

oirecting the respondP.nts to. pay the appU cant all r€-tiral 

benefits within e period of six rnonths frorr. thE~ cate of 

the crder, fei 1 ing which the applicant ehall bE> entitl~o 

' ; -



. .-

'' 

/ 

: 2 : 

tc jntereet at the rate cf 9.5%· per annuro till su~h 

"' benefite are actually paid~ 

3. We have perused the averments fuade and grounde t.aken 

in this review oppliccHion and also the order cf this 

Tribunal'dated 28.3.2002. 

3.1. The Hcn'ble Supreme Ccurt in the case cf Ajit Kuro~~ 

Rath ·v. State of odssa and ors., JT 1999 (8) sc 578 has 

held :-

I 

"Pcwer of revjew available to the' Trjbunal :ie the 

same- as has been given to a court under Section ]-14 

read with Order 47 CPC. The power is net absc.lute 

and i:=: hedged in by the> restricticns indicated in 

Order 47. The pcwe~ can be exercised on the 

application of a ·person en the ~isccvery of new and 

important matter or evidence ·which, afte-r the 

exercise- of due diligence, was not .within his 

knowledge or could not be proouced by him at the 

U me when the crder was· made. The power. can also be 

exerciseo on account cf som~ wistake or error 

apparent en the fac~ of the record cr fer any ether 

sufficient reaecn. A review cannct be ·claimed .cr 

~ske6 for werely fer a fresh hearin~ or arguments cr 

cc·rrecticn of an errc·neou~ 1~riew taken earUer, that 

is'tc say, the pcwer of review ~an be exercised only 

for cc.rr.ect ion of e patent error of Jaw or fact 

which ~tare~ iri the face without any elaborate 

argument being nee~ed fer establishing jt. It ~ay be 

pointed out that the -expression "any ether 

sufficient reaeon" used in Order 47 Rule 1 rneane a 
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reason sufficiently analog_ous tc· these specified in 

the rule." 

3. 2 Having carefuJ 1 y perused the' record and keeping in 

view the juagiPent cf the Hen • ble ·Apex Court ( supr~) 1 we 

are cf the view that 'there is no' basis to review the croer 

dated 28.3.2002 passed in OA No. 443/2001. 

4. We I'" therefore 1 

\ 

c1ismiss this Review 
I 

h~ving no.IPeri~s-at the circulation stage. 

(H.O.GUPTA) 

Application 

Member (Adwinistrative) Member (Juc1icial) 

. ' 


