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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINi~TRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPU~ BENCH 

JAIPtJR 

Date of order: 03.,06~2002 

RA No. 13/2002"(0A No.89/2000) 

-
Unicn cf India through Ministry cf Finance, Department of 

Eccno~ic Affairs, North Block, Centrc.l ·secretariat, New 

·Delhi. 

Re~pcndent/applicant 

VerE;ue 

K.K.Shar~a s/o Shri Ram Saran Dae, r/o A-:27, Shriniwas, 

Kantichandra Road,. Bani Park, Jaipur 

•• Applicant/reepondent 

Mr. R. V. S i'nha counsel for respondentjapplicant. 

ORDER 

'I'h is · review application has been filed by the 

·re~pondent in the OA to re.call/review the order of thie 

~ribunal dated 3l.l.20Q2 passed in OA No.89/2000, 

K.K-.Sharrna v. Union of Incjja,· on several grou·nds contained 

in this review ~pplicaticn. 

2. Vide crder dated 31.1. 2002, this Tribuna 1 allowed 

the OA .bY dir~cting the respondent that in 1 case Shri 

~.N.Tandcn was pro~oted to the riext higher grade cf Grade 

IV of IFS earJ.ie·r to' the dete of _prc~cUon of---t'he 

appli~~nt tc thie higher·garde, if any, or earlier to the 

date c·f his superannuation of the· app1icant, in that 

event, the appljcant shall. also be considered for 

proiPct i en to that next higher grade o~l y from the same' 

date from which Shri J.N.Tandon was so promoted and in 

case he is fcund suitable by the review D.P.C. t.· he shall 

be so promc·ted notionally •. His pay ehall- be ncticnally 

· .. 
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'fixed and conseauently his r~tiral benefits shall be 
I 

.refixed •. However., the appUcant shall not be entitled for 

atrears cf pay and allowances till his ietirement, but he 

·shall be ~ntitled to the arrears of all the retiral 
. 

benefits. The above order was to b~_ ..;implemented by the 

,respondent~ within four months fro~ the date of receipt of 

·the order • 
. - I 

3. We have peru~ed the averments made and grounds taken 

in this review application and also the order of this 

Tiibunal dated,31.1.2002. 
f; 

3.1. The Hon'ble Sup;reme Court in ·the case cf Ajit Kumar 

Fath v. State- cf Orissa and ore., JT 1999 (8) SC 578· has. 

held:-

"Power or review available to the Tribunal ie the 

same a~ has been given to a court under Sectibn 114 

read with Order 47 CPC. ·The power is not ab.=olute 

and is hedged in by the- res_tri ct ions indicated in 

Order 4.7. The power can be exercised en ~he 

application of e person en the discovery.of new and 

important matter pr evidence which, after the 

·exercise of due di'l igence, · was not within his 
~ 

knowledge. c·r ·could net be produced by -him at the 

time .when the order made. The 
; 

also be was power can 

exercised en acccunt cf some mistake or error 

apparent on the face of the reco'rd or· for any ot,her 
.. 

sufficient reason. A review cannot ·be claimed or 

asked for merely for a fresh hearing or argum~nts or 

c6rrection of an ertcnecus ~iew taken earlier, that 

. ' is to Eay, the power of review can be exe~cised only 

for correct ion of a ·patent error of Jaw or fact 
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~hich etares in 'the £ace without any elaborat~ 

argument being needed for estabU ~hing 1t,. It. rra_y· be 

pointed out thqt the expressicn "any ether 

sufficient reaeon" used in Order 47 Rule l means a 

reason sufficiently analogpus to those specified in 

the rule."· 
.. 

3. 2 Having carefully eer·used the record . and keeping in 

view· the judgment of the Hon 1 ble Apex Court. (supra) 1 we 

are of the·view that there is no basis to r~view the order 
- ..-. 

dated ~1.1.2002 paseed in OA No.89/2000. 

,•' 

' 4. ' We 1 therefore~ ,dierni ss this ·Review Application 
I . 

having no medts at the drculation st<;~ge. 

~,-

~ 
( S. K .AGARWAL) 

~ember (Adrrinistrative) Member· (Judicial) 
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