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L ADMINISTRATIVE RIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, 'JATPUR.

R.A No.13 2001 1o . Date of order. 61/5 /085"31

S.N P.Khichi, S/o Sh. Prem Raj Kh1ch1, R/o 192/21, Surya Darshan,
Nax'rabad Road, Adarshnagar, Ajmer. ' _ »
. .".Appli'cantsa ’

‘ VS.. : "
1. Unlon of Ind1a through the Secretary, Govt of Indla, Mlm. of

'Planmng, Deptt of Statlstlcs, New Delhi.

2. Chlef Executlve Officer, M1n1 of Plannmg, Deptt of Statlstlcs,

{

. ;Sardar Patel Bhawan, New Delhi.
3. -D1rector, NSSO(FOD), Deptt of Statlstlcs, Pushpa Bhawan, Nadanglr,
lh1.. , ‘ :
4, : eglonal Asstt D1rector, Govit of India, Mini of Planmng, Deptt of
» _Ftatlstlcs, NSSO(FOD) ' Sogam Bhawan, Naya Bazar, Ajmer.
o - ..Respondent.
Mr‘.S.E;.Chourasya - Counsel for appl,icant. |
PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MENBER. .
,‘ Thls rev1ew applxlcatlon has been filed to recall/rev1ew the order
of t,hls Trlbunal dated 23 3. 2001 passed in O.A. No.270/95, S.N.P.Khichi
Vs. 0I & Ors. . .
2. ; V1de order dated 23 3.2001 th1s Trlbunal dlsmlssed the O.A. with

no order as to costs.

3. / We have perused the, averments made in thls Rev1ew application and

also perused tHe order dellvered by thls ‘I'rlbunal dated 23. 3 2001 in O. A '

' No.270/95
4J The mam contentlon of the learned counsel for. the appllcant in
i

t ! s Review Appllcat1on is that the Trlbunal has noct con&udered Rule

' 7(/1)(13) of. the Rules in its correct perspectlve and erred 1n dismissing

the O A. ) . . LT ’ ) ) = P
5. Section 22(3) of the Admm1strat1ve Trlbunals Act, 1985 confers on

_ A’dmimstratlve Tribunal dlschargmg the functlons under the Act, the

same powers as dre vested 1n a C1v1l Court urder the Code of Civil,

‘JProcedure while trylng a suit in respect 1nter alia of rev1ew1ng its

’ ec;l.s1ons . -

6. A-Civil Court s power to review its own dec1s:Lon under-the Code. of :
Civil Procedure is contalned in Order 47 Rule l " Order 47 Rule 1
prov1des as’ follows. . 4 )

'"Order 47 Rule 1; Appllcatlon for rev1ew of judgment.

(1)Any person considering hlmself aggrleved'

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

‘& B Whlch no. appeal has been preferred.
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a decree or order[ from whlch no appeal is a.'Llowed, or

+ (b)
Lc) by a decision on reference from a Court .of small causes and
who from the d1soovery of new and 1mportant matter or evidence
Whli _

kno{wledge or could not be produeced by him at the time when the

decree was passed or order made, or on account of some mistake or

h after the exercise of due deligence was not within his

error apparent on the face of the record, or for any other -
suff1c1ent reason, des1res to obtain a rev1ew of the decree passed
| orj order made against him, may apply- for a review of judgment to
the court which passed the decree or made the order."

7. On the basis of the al:oove‘propositi'on of law, it is clear that
‘power of the review available to the Administrative Tribunal is similar
to pow r given to civil court under Order 47 Rule 1 of Civil Procedure

.Code, here fore, any person who consider himself aggrieved by a decree

.or ords r from which an appeal is allowed but from which no appeal has

been preferred, can apply for review under Order 47 Rule l(a) on the

lground that there is an error apparent on the face of the record.or from

the dlscovery of new and 1mportant matter or ev1dence which after the

’exerc1se of due deligence was not w1th1n his knowledge or could not be
'produced by him at the t1me when the decree- or order was passed but 1t

I | _

. has n}ow come to his knowledge.
8. | What the petltloner 1s cla1m1ng through thls review petltlon is

that th1s Trlbunal should reapprec1ate the facts and. material on record.

Thls is beyond the p_urv1ew of this Trlbunal_‘whl,le exercising the powers

-of the review conferred ;ipon it urder the law. It has been held by
- Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Smt.Meera Bhanja Vs. Nirmal Kumari,

AIR 1995_ SC 455 that reappreciating facts/law amounts to overtstepping
the| jurisdiction conferred upon the Courts/Tribunal while reviewing its
own decisions. In the present petition also the petitioher is trying to
clafim‘re'appreciat'ion of the facts and material on record which is -
decidedly beyond the power of review conferred upon the Tribunal and as
held by Hon'ble Suprene Court. ‘

9./. It has been observed by the Hon'ble Supremé Court in a recent

3 dgment Ajlt ‘Kumar Rath Vs. State of Orissa & Ors, JT 1999(8) sC 578 s

tZat a review cannot be claimed or asked for _merely for a fresh hearmg
. arguments or correction of an erroneous view taken earlier, that is

‘to say, the power of reviewcan be exercised ‘only for correction of a.

tent error of law or fact which stares in the face without any
laberate argument bejmg needed for establishing-it. It may be pointed
out that the expressmn ‘any other sufficient reason’ used in Order 47
Rule I means a reason sufflc;ently analogous to those specified in the
le. -
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"(A.P.Nagrath) ) , _
- Member (A). - T I ‘Member (J).

10, We have given' anxious consideration to the conteriti‘on raised hy
the ‘learned counsel for the appl"cant 1n the. Rev1ew appllcatlon and also .
perused the order dated 23 3.2001 passed in 0.A No.270/95 and the whole.

case file thorougly. We have also glven anxious consideration to our

forder and we see that detailed reasons are also given why it was .

equltable to give such d1rect10n. and we do not find any error apparent

on the face of the record and no new 1mportant fact or evidence has come
into the not1ce of this Trlbunal on the basis. of whlch ‘the order passed
by the Trlounal can be rev1ewed.

‘11, In v1lew of the above and the facts and c1rcumstances of this case,

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

the 1mpugned order and therefore, there is no basis to review the above

- order. iy . . , -y

12. We, therefore, dismiss the review application'- having no merits.

: S (S.KAgarval)
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