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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR -TENCH, JAIPUR.

* % %

Date of Order : | 7. 7 ‘3%’
N

S.P. Manda /0 Shri Daya Fam landa, Peitd. ACE (3) /’q Pooja
Mary, Pajendra Magavr, Dholakhata, Ajmer. :

.. .APPLICANT.

VERSUS

1. Union  of India through Secfetary, Govi. of India,
Depavtment of Communicaticon, Ministry oi Communicacion,

New Delhi-110001.

k. The Dirgctor Gencsral, Tzlecommunication Telecom,
Commizsicn,. Sanchar Bhawan, Ashok Pozad, MNew Delhi.

2. Thz Chizf Genzral Manager Telzocommunication, Pajasthan
Telecom Cirecle, Jaipur. '

4. Thz Chief Gupsvrintendsnt, Cencral Telegraph Giffice,

CORAM:
HOM'BLE MP. O.P. SHAFMA, MEMEEF (A)
HOW'ELE MFP. FPATTAM FFRAFASH,MEMEEFR (J)

ORDER
PER HON'BELE MR. RATTAN PRAKASH, MEMBER (J)

Thiz Fzview Application has keen f£iled by ithe applicant,

Shri S.P. Mandz, u/z 22(2)(F) of the Administvative Trikunals

2. In the OA the applicant had sought the

reliefs:-

a) That by an appropriate order the Hon'lhle Tribunal
may dirsct the respondents to £ix the pay of the

3 §
applicant at par with that of Shri B. Singh ACS

CT2 Lucknow (Junior to the appllcauL) w.z.L. the
date of officiating preomotion in TTs Greoup 'B!
Cadrz and pay £iwzed at that stage i.z. P3.650/- on

27.5.72 and pay arrear  therecon accordingly ke
paid. Thz impugnzd order dated 15.6.94 Ann.A/1
and A/2 be ordersed to be Jquashed.

l) o divect respondsnts to pay a 1 kensfits znjoyed
by Shri B.Singh including pay and allowances:z
during his officiating peviod aa TTS Group-B to



) o Jrant auch octher relief as may be dzezmed proper
by the Hon'l:le Tribunal.

a) o Jrant £ Lthis application in favour of

2. In this Peview, « view applicant has sought the
review mainly on ths bhazisz that the fackts have nob kbeen vightly

iated and the citationz relied upon during the zrguments
have also nob been evaluated properly. We have gone through the
grounds taken in the review applicaticon and have given anxicus

thought to the pleas vaized in this Peview Application.

2. The powsr to veview itz own ovder by a court/Trikunal
has bzzn confzrred u/z 22(3)(F) of the Administrative Tribunals
Ret, 1935 and is civecumacribed by the limits 1aid Jdown undarv
Section 112 of thz Code of Civil Procedure read with Ovder ZLVII
Fule 1 of the C.P.C. Tt is zalsc sztilaed law thab a veview o

ite own crdzr by a Tribunal/court iz permizzibles only on

i) the Jdiscovery of nsw and impoviant matter or
evidence which qFter the » of due diligznce
of kthe petitionsy was not within the knowledgs or
could not be produced by him at the time when the

ovder in queation was made;

£ 3ome mistake or error apparsnt on.

ii) on o ac onn. o
' record; s and

the of
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iii) or for any other sufficient reason.

4. Further, in a racent Jjudgement of Hon'ble the Supreme
Court in che case of Smb. Mecvra Ehanjs ve Smbt. Hirmala Tumzari

Choudhzry, reporied in 1994 (4) SCALE 985, it has bzen laid down
by Hon'hle €
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L that reapprsci
the Feview Application would virtually amountc Lo ovevr-stepping
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the jurisdiction confervasd upon th ribunal for review of its
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own order und:sr the aforssaid provizions. In the instant case,
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the review applicant's emphasis is on th.

facts which, a2 haz been hzld ky Hon'kle the Soprzms Courk in

not succezdzd in subs
which arz specified under Ordzr YLVII Pule 1 of the Cods of

fivil-Frocedure read with Secticon 22(2)(F) of the Administvative
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Tribunals Act, 1985.
5. Conszquantly, there haz been no Fores in this
Application, it is hsreby rejected.
By circulation.
~ éggy/lé%ﬁYTé;L
(RTTAN FFATASH) ( 0.P. SHAEMA )
{ MEMBER (J) _ MEMBER (A)
VK



