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Ill THE CEI1TP..AL ADMilli3TRATIVE TF:IEUUAL,._Tli.IJ?UF: BEliCH, J.ZUPUR. 

1. Uni~n of India through General Manayer, Western 

Railway, Chur~hg~te, Mumb3i. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Weetern Railway, Aj~er. 

3. Divisional A~~ounts Officer, Weetern R~ilway, AJmer. 

Applcan·ts 

Versus 

Gopal Kumawat e_'o Shri Pamdeo Kumawat, Retired Power Fitter 

Gr. I, Tr3in, Tr:tin Li9htin·:r [•epar-tiTL':::nt, Ajm.::r, L", ··=· .:. ·.:. Shri 

CORZ\.M: 

HOIJ'ELE MF.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMEER 

H()IJ'ELE MP.A.P.IlAGPATI-I, ADMilTISTF:ATIVE MEMEER 

0 R D E R 

Thi.= 

.. 
Others. 

2. Vide Order dated 30.3.2001, thie Tribunal 

annum on the delayed psy and allow~ncea and retiral 

of re~eipt of a ~opy of the order. 

also perused the order p3seed by thia Tribunal on 30.3.2001 

in OA 511/99. 
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4. Th•=: main C•:•Eb:::ntic·n •':If tho:;: l·=:arn·sd .:::cune•::l f.:·r ·the 

applicants in this RA is that thi.= Tribunal fail~d to 

c.:.nsid·=:r Pul·=: ~:7(4) (B) ·=·f P·=:nsi.:.n Pul.:;:.= .:.f E193 h·=:nce .the 

0rd~r p3esed by this Tribunal is contrary to rules. 

5. S·:::cti.:.n ::~(3) ·=·f ·the Administrative Tribunals A.:::t, 

1985 confers on Administrative Tribunal, dischardin~ the 

fuEctions under the Act, the same powers ~a are vested in a 

Civil Court under the Code of Civil Procedure whil~ tryin~ a 

suit in resp8ct inter alia of reviewiny its decision. 

6. P.. Civil Cc•ur·t' s f":·vl·~r to reJiew i·ts c•wn de.:::isi-:m 

under th~ Cod~ of Civil Procedur~ ie contained in Order 47 

Rule 1, which provides as under :-

"Ord•?r .,17 Pule 1: Jl.f•pli·:::ati•:•n f,:.r re'Ji.:::w .:.f ju.:l•:J•=:rr~<=:nt; 

(1) AEy persoE coEaidering himself aggrieved; 

(a) by .:.. d·=:cr·=·= c.r .:·rder fr.:.m \vhi·:::h ar1 app•:::al ia 

but frc.rct which 

preferred. 

(b) by a d·:::.:::r·=·= .:.r C•rd·=:r fr.:m1 whi·::h IE• app·:::al is 

allc•wed, or 

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

causes and who, from the d1scovery ~f Eew and 

important matter the 

ezer.:::ise of due delig8nce waa not withi~ his 

}:n·:·wled9t: .:•r .. ::c.uld ru:.t be pr.:·,.:l.u·::·=:d by him at th•= 

time when the decree W3S passed cr order made, or on 

a.::cc·unt .:.f -=·=·m•= rrtietab::: .:.:r err.:.r .=,pp3.r•=:nt on the 

face ·=·f tb·= re.x·rd, ·=·r f·:•r any ·=·th•:::r .:mffici·=nt 

pass.:::.j ·=·r ·:•J:d·=:r made a9ainai: him, may apply f·:·r a 

review ·=·f jud·~··:::fll•:::nt i:::, th·::: .::.:.urt whl·:::h p.:.:t.33·'=:d th·::; 

decree ·=·r ma.de the ·=·rder." 
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7. On the basls of the above proposition of law, it is 

clear that _.£: 
·-•.L the revi . .=w availbl·-= b:. . the 

Administrative Tribun~l is similar to power given to civil 

courts under Order ~7 Rule 1 of Civil Procedure Code, 

under Order 4 7 P.ule 1 ( ~) ·=·n tlE: ·:Jr•:•l.md that th•:re is an 

error apparent on the face of the record or from the 

after the e~erclae of due diligence wa2 not within his 

knowledge or could not be produced by him at the time when 

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

knowledge. 

8. What the applic3nts are claiming through this RA is 

that this Tribunal should re9ppreciat~ the facta and 

Thie is bey·:·nd th·:: purview c.f this 

Tribunal while e~ercieing the powers of the review conferred 

up.:·n i i: under the l3w. It h::ts been h·:;:ld b•l H·:·n 'ble the 

Eumari, AIR 1995 SC 455, tr.at 

amounts to overstepping the juriaJiction conferred upofi the 

Courts'Tribun3l while reviewing its own deciaiona. In the 

present FA alao the apFlicants are try~ing to claim 

reappreci3tion cf the facta and material on record which is 

Tribunal 3nd as held by Hon'ble the Supreme Court. 

9. It has been observed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in 

·a judgement Ajit Kum3r Rath v. State of Oriss~ 8 

Gre., JT 1990 (8) SC 578, that a review cannot be claimed or 
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asked merely for ~ fresh hearing or arguments or correction 

of an errone.:.us vievl tab:;:n •2:trli·sr, that is to s::ty, the 

patent error of l3W or fact which stares in the face without 

any elaborate argument being needed for eatablishin~ it. It 

~ay be pointed out that the e~pression 'an7 other sufficient 

re3s~n' used in Grder 47 Pule 1 means a reason sufficiently 

analogous to ~hose specified in the rule. 

10. We have given an~ious consideration to the contention 

raised by the le3rned counsel for the ~pplicants in the PA 

and also pern:: .• sd th•= order dat.•sd 30.3.:2001 paesed in OA 

511/99 and the whole case file thoroughly. We have 

discusaed in detail the proe and ccns of. Pule 87 of Pailway 

(Pension) Pules, 1993 3nd held that this rule does not help 

the applicants in any way. 

error ~pparent on the face of the record and in the impuyned 

the n6tice of this Tribunal on the basis of which the order 

paesed by thie Tribunal can be reviewed. 

11. In view of the above and the facta a~d circumstances 

of this case, we do not find any error apparent on the face 

of the record to review the impugned order and, theref6re, 

there is no basis to review the above order. 

12. We, therefore, di2miss this Peview Application h3viny 

no merits. 

By circulatic.n. 

t4fo 
(A.P.NAGRATH) 

MEMBER (A) MEMBER (J) 


