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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR. 

R.A No.31/2000 · · . rate of o~r: I)\) J ~ 
1. · Union of India through the General Manager, W.Rly, Church Gate, 

Mumbai. 
2. The Sr.Divisional Commercial Manager, Kota Division, W.Rly, Kota. 

3. ·Th~ Asstt.Divisional RlyoManager,· Kota Divn, W.Rly, Kota • 

• . •.Applicants. 

Vs. 

R.K.Jain, S/o Late Sh.T.L.Jain, R/o C•l5/16,, Uttam Nagar, CFCL 

Colo!lY, Garepan, Kota. 

• •• Respondent/non-applicant. 

Mr.U.D.Sha:pna
0
- Counsel for·applicants in ·R.A' & Resp0ndents in O.A. 

PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.A,GARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

'!his review application has been fiied ~o recall/review the-order 

of this Tribunal dated ~2 .• 8.2000 passed in o.A No.343/9~f; / R.K.Jain Vs. 

UOI & Ors. 
r ~ 

2. Vide 9rder dated 22.8.2000 this Trirunal allowed the O.A and ~· 

quashed . and set aside the order of the disciplinary authority dated \: 

23.3.98' and th~1 order of the appel~ate authority ·~ted 5.6.98 and the 

imp.lgned charge sheet c:Bted 16.1.96 with the direction that the .reasons 

of disagreement shculd be comnup_ica...:.ted __ and thereafter the delin:;ruent · ; 
. . . ; ( 

·must be.given an opportunity to show cause/oi;:portunity o~ hearing before' ~\ 
\~ 

passing any appropriate order with no order as to costs. :' 

3. We have ·pe~sed. the averments made in this Review ~pplication and t\'. 
also perused th~ order delivered by this Triblnal ?ated 22.8.2000 in O.A 

• I 

No.343/99. 

4. The main contention of the learned counsel for the applicants in 

this Review Application is .that the action· of the disciplinary authority 

in not conveying the point of disagreement to the applicant was 
'· . 

protected by the law laid_ dom by the Hon' ble Supreme Court at; the 

relevant time, there+ore order; of the discilinary authority and the 
I -

order of the appellate authority dated 23.3.98 and 5.6.98 respectively 

are within the law.laid down by the:Hon'ble Supreme Court. 
. . -

· 5. Section 22(3) of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 confers on . . 

A~nistrative . Tri~nal discharging the function~ under the Act, the 

' same powers as are vested in a Civil Court under the Code of Civil 

Procedure while trying a suit in respect ·inter alia of revi~ing · its 

. decisions. 

6. A Civil Court's power to review its own deci~ion ~nder the Code of 

~ivil. Procedure. is contained in ·Order 47 Rule 1, Order 47. Rule 1 

· provides as follows: _:_.....;..---- . 

"Order· 47· Rule 1: AppHcation for review of judgment: 
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(l)Any person considering himself aggrieved: 

(a) by a decree or order from 'Which an appeal is allowedu rut from 

wh:l.ch n? appeal has been· preferred .. 

· ( b) by a decree or order from which no appeal is allowed, or 

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

who, from the discovery of new arid imPortant matter or evidence 

which after the exercise of due deligenc'e was not within his 

knowledge or' couia not be produeced by him at' the time wnen the 

decree was passed or order 'made, or .Oh account of some mistake Or 

error 'apparer1t on the' face of the record, or for any other 

sufficient reason, desires to obtain a review of the decree passed 

or order made against himi may apply for a review of judgment to 

· the court which passed the decree or made the order. 11 

on the basis of the above prop:>sition of law, it is clear that 

power of the review'availa:ble to" the· Adiriinistrative Tribunal is similar -

to po~r given to civil court under Order 47 Rule l of Civil Procedlre 

Code, therefore, any person who cbnsider himself aggrieved by a decree 

or order from 'which an·appeal is' allowed but from which no appeal has 

been preferred, ca~ apPly for. review under Order 47 Rule l (a) on the 

ground that there is an error apparent on. the face of the record or frC?!D 

~he discovery of new and ircportant matter or evidence which after the 

exercise of due deligence was not within.his knowledge or could not be 

produced by him at the time when the decree or order was passed rut it 
' . 

has now come to his knowledge. 
·,,. 
~ 8.. What the petitioner is claiming through this review petition is 

that this Tribunal should reappreciate the facts and material on record. 

This is beyond the purview of this Tr:ib.mal while exercising the powers 

of, the review conferred upon it tinder 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 overtsteg;>ing 

the jurisdiction conferred upon the Courts/Tribunal while reviewing its 

own decisions. In the.present petition also the petitioner is trying to 

claim reappreciation 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_ Supreme Court. 

9 o It has been observed by the Hon ',ble Supreme Court in a recent 

judgment Ajit Kumar Rath Vs. State of Orissa !. Ors, JT 1999(8) SC1578 
. ' 

that a review cannot be claimed or asked for merely for a fresh hearing 

or arguments or correction of an erroneous view '·taken earlier, that is 

~ "' ~o say, the power of rev,iew · can be exercised only for correction of a 

~ patent error of law or fact which stares in the face without any 

. ________...elaborate argument being needed for establishing it., It may be pointed. 
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out ·that ~he !expression· 1
1any other sufficient reason' used in Order 47 

·- : i . 

Rule .1 means .. a .reaso,n JJUff~,c~,ept~.y ~nalqgous ,t9 th95e ~pe~ified in ~he 
~e. . . . " .. 

' 10. We have 9iv.en anxious. c:onsi~r;ation ;to the contention raised by 

:the learned counael ,fqr the ~pplican.ts in . the Review application. and 
.' 1' ) ·:··.' ' • • 

·aiso pe~ed the order, ~ted 22~8.200o ~ssed in q~A No.343/99 and the 
. ·, . I 

whole case ,file thoro1:2gly •. we hav~ ~lsq given anxi.ous consiCJeration to 

para 9 .of ~?:'. order aqd ·We S~1 tha~ de~ap,ed r~sqns are also given why. . . . ' ' '. . ' ' 

it was ~i~able to. give .s:u9h di-rec~~on .and we do not find aey error 
. . - . ' - ' ' . ' 

a:PParent on the face of the record; and no .new impqrt?lrlt fac:t or evidence 
' . . . . . . . 

has com~ i.ntp ttie n9tiqe, o~ ' th;i~ ::rri~na1 'on the ba1:1is ot. whi_ch, the 

o;rder pas,~ed by the Triru~l can be,_reviewq. 
1' ' • • '·. ' - • ' ' i 

lL ·In view of the above and the ·.facts ·and cir,c:umStances of this case, 
~ ' ' ' t ,~ I ' t • • • ' • • • \ 

we do-.not fi~d any error apparerit ,on the face .of the record to review 

the imp,lgned order; a1'19 thet:e!ore, 1:.p~re is no·basis to review the above 
,, ' •. • ' • • • • j . . ' 

order. 

12. We, therefo:i;e, .dismiss th,e review. application having no merits. 

. -. ~ _· I.,,·- - . 
.. d~. 

(N.P.Nawanil 
·Me~r-(A). 

l J • ! :, \ . 

\ ·• ~ . 

. (S •. K.A~rwal) 

Member (J). 


