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Itl TI-IE CEUTP.Z\L ll.DMIIHSTF:P..TIVE TEIBUUAL, ,JP..IFUP EEUCI-I, JAIPUF.. 

*** 

P.A 14;'::001 (OA 510;'99) 

1. Union cf India through General Manager, Western 

Railway, Churchgat~, Mumbai. 

2. Divisional Railway M9nag~r, Western Railway, Ajmer. 

3. Divisional Accounts Officer, Western Railway, Ajmer. 

Applcants 

Versus 

Prijesh ~um9r 8riva2tava s 'o Shri Eha~wandas, Retired Guard, 

We.=b:rn Railw:t~·, P._jrn·~r Divisi.:.n, P1jm·=r, r,'c. I-:J.:•u2.e ll.:.-177,'3-J., 

Pal Beechla, Ajmer. 

• . • Responden·t 

CORAM: 

HOtl' BLE MR. S. I:~ AGAF.~vAL, JUDICIAL MEMBEF.. 

HOU'BLE MF:.A.P.l1A13F:ATH, ADMIIHSTRATIVE MEMEEP.. 

0 R D E R 

This has filed to 

r:ass·:d in OA 510 '99, Brij•=: . .:-.h I:umar Sriv.:..=.tav.:. v. Uni·:•n =·f 
India & Others. 

2. Vide 0rder dated ::.o. :::. ::oo1, this Tribunal hEi3 

disposed of the OA with the directio~ to the respondents to 

pay the applicant interest @ 1~% per annum on the del3yed 

pay and allowance2 3nd retiral bene£it2, frc® 1.5.1993 till 

the a~tual p3yment. 

the order • 

., -· . 
' 

also perused the order passed by this Tribun3l on 30.3.~001 

in OA 510/99. 
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applicants in this PA is that this Tribunal failed to 

cc.nsid·=:r Pule :::7 ( 4) (E) 

order passed b7 thie Tribunal i~ contrar7 t0 rules. 

t= -·. ~.~.(-:>) -- -· of i.:h•=: Adrr,inistrati ve Tribunal e Act, 

1935 confers on Administrative Tribunal discharding the 

functions under the Act, the ssme powers ~s are vested in a 

Civil Court under the Code of civil Procedure while trying a 

suit in respe~t inter ali3 of reviewing its deci2ion. 

under the Code of Civil Procedure is contained in Order 47 

Rule 1, which provides as under :-

1( 

(1) Any person considering hims~lf aggrieved; 

allowed, fr·:·m which 

preferred. 

allowed, or 

(c) by a decision on reference from a Court of am3ll 

causae 3nd who, from the discovery of new and 

important matter P:::"v id·=:nce which aft.er the 

e~erci2e of due deligence was tE•t wi 1:hin his 

time when the de~ree was pa2sed or ord~r made, or ~n 
~ 

accc•urti: ·=·f s.:·m•=: mietab=: r:•r ·==rr.:•r app.:=tr•:::rtt .:.n th•::: 

decree or made the order." 
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7. On the tas12 of the above proposition of law, it is 

clear ·that review availble t.o the 

Admini2trative Tribunal is aimil3r to power given to civil 

courtE under Grder 47 Pule l of Civil Procejure Code, 

l. ·::! 
~· an 

the decree or order was passed but it hae now come to his 

. ki1mvledge. 

that this Tribu~al 2hould reapprec1ate the facte and 

Thi:3 is J: .. =:y.:.nd th·~ purvie\·7 ·:•f this 

Tribunal while e~ercieing the powers of the review conferred 

It has been h·=.ld by H·:·n • b}.:~ th·: 

Kumari, AIR 1995 SC 455, that 

amounts to overetepping the jurisdiction conferred upon the 

In th·: 

reappreci9tion of the facts and m9terial on record which is 

Tribun3l 3nd as held b7 Hon•tle the Supreme Court. 

9. It has been observed bj the Hbn 1 ble Supreme Court in 

a judgement Ajit Kumar Fath v. State of Orissa & 

I 



fr 

-4-

asked merely for a fresh hearing or arguments or correction 

patent error of law or fact which etares in the face without 

any elaborate argument being needed for eetablishins it. It 

m3y be pointed out that the expression 'any otter sufficient 

re3Eon' used in Order 47 Pule 1 me~ns a reason sufficiently 

analogous tc thoee specified in the rule. 

10. We have gi~en anxious consideration to the contention 

raised by the learne~ coun2el for the applicants in the RA 

510'99 and the whole case file thoroughly. W·2 have 

discu~aed in detail the pros and ccns of Pule 87 of Pailway 

(Peneion) Pules, 1993 and held that this rule d~ea not help 

the 3pplicants in ~ny ~ay. 

error app3rent on the face ,)f the record and in the impu0ned 

order dated 30.3.2001. No new f9~ts or evidence has come in 

the notice of this Tribunal on the basis of which the order 

passed by this Tribunal c3n be reviewed. 

11. In view of the above ~nd the facts and Clrcumetances 

of thls case, we do not find any error apparent on the fa6e 

of the record to review the impugned order 3nd, therefore, 

there is no basis to review the 3bove order. 

12. We, therefore, dismiss this Review Application having 

no merits. 

(A. P. UA•-;RATH) 

MEMBER ('A) 

By circulation. 

l---

(& 
MEMBER (J) 


