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- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,JAIPUR BENCH,JAILPUR.

* & x

/ - .
Date oft Order: 4.6.2002

x

RA 12/2002 (0A 288/2001) . - .
Dr Lalit Kishore s/o Snr1 Cnaman Lal. r/o B—22, Prabnu Mang, Tllak

Nagar, Jaipur.
N~ S _ . - . «.. Applicanc
Versus o - ‘ '

Kendriya Vidyalaya ~Sangafhan througn  its Comm1351oner, 18,

Instltutlon Area, sShaheed Jeet Singh Marg, New Dealhi.

/

. ' L . ...rRespondent
CORAM: - . o E ' o ) ‘ - | ’ : :
HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE 0.P.GARG, VICE CHARMAN ' o
- HON'BLE MR.A.P.NAGRATH, ADM.MEMBER . SN
. ORDER
‘ PER HON'BLE:- MR TUSTTCR 0.P.  GARG, VT R SICHATRMAN

P
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This RA naa been filad w1tn a prayer to racall and review the

order dated 19 4. 2002, passed in OA 288/2001, by which. the OA was
dlsmlssed. S - '

/

- 2. Prayer for rev1ew has been based on tha fact that his counsel

\could not appear on his behalf because he nad to attend to his sister

who had mat with an\acc1dent and was no:p;tallsed. In that sltuatlonp
his counsel had requested his colleague Shri Hemant Gupta to seek

adjournment 1n the matter. By the time Shri Hemant Gupta reached.ths ’

. Tribunal, tne matter had already been decided and order pas:ed. To

~

this effect, tne applicant has enclosed affidavit of his counsel bnr//”
Rajendra Vaish and that of Shri Hemant - Gupta. The applicant has also
mentioned that he had filed another OA 179/2001 in respect of
counting of his past services for pen51on, which is still pendlng
disposal. He nad made this also another ground for rev1ew1ng tne-
order dated 19.4.2002.* He has made prayer for seeklng fresn hearlng

on merits.
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3. Powers of this Tribunal .in the -matter of'review of its order
are ak1n to' powers of the C1v1l Court and are govsrned by Order a7

Rule h of the Code of C1v1l Procedure. This rule prov1de that review

- can be done if thers is an error apparent on the faee of record or if

there is such material fact or the poiat of law which could not e
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brought to the - notlce of Ahe Trlbunal/Court desplte due dlllgence.
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"The same was restored by order dated 13.3. 2002 -and was listed. for

spec11:1ed in the rule. . - . . T
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What the appllcant is seekmg is rehearmg of the caser l‘here is no
prov151on under the rules relating to rev1ew that a- case can be

. reheard or the facts: reapprec1ated by the’ I‘rlbunal T .
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4. It has béen Held by Hon'ble the Supreme Court. .in. the case of

Meera Bhanja vs -Nirmal Kumarl, _ AIR 1995 SC 455, that reapprecmtmg

facts/law amounts- to overstepplng the jurlsdlctlon conferred upon\the..

Courts/TrJ.bunal wh11e rev1ew1ng 1ts own dec151on. Se e

5. It has"also ‘beén- observed by'H'on'ble the Supreme Court in Ajit

- Kumar Rath v. State of Orissa-& Ors., JT 1999 (8) sC 578, that a '

review cannot be clalmed or asked merely for a fresh heariy or
arguments or correct_lon ‘of an erroneous view takan earller, that is.
to say, the power ofirevie'w ‘can be exercised only for corraction of a
‘patent error of law or .'faé't which stares in\the face‘ Without\ any
-elaborate argument being needed for establlshmg 1t.- -1t may- be
pointed out -that the expressmn ‘any other suff1c1ent reason" used in.

Order 47 Rule .1 means a reason suff1c1.ently analogous o thoseo
oo f . .

v

1
1

6 In addltlon to -this legal posn:mn, we would also like to

observe that the appllcant has shown lot of 1nd1ff.erenc= 1n pursumg
“the- O He has been ‘rather lackadals,tcal in his own case. On
vearlier occas1on, wnen thlS OA was listed on 28. 1 2002, the. same was = 4
dlsmlssed in default- as none appeared on behalf of the appllcant.

orders on 19:4.2002. ©On 19.4.2002  also, "we had observed that none -
appeared for the- applic'ent_‘.-. _ Applican't's awn conduct and the‘ 'le'gai :
p'ositi’ori are. both. against. him: No ground has been made out tor
recal ng the order dated 19 4, 2002
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7. The RA i~_s, ’therefore,/ dismissed in limine. By cireglgti

MEMBER -(A) - . - S



