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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIS'l'RATIVE TRIBUNAL,. JAIPUR BENCH, 

. , - . , . I 
JAIPUR. 

R.A No.39/2000 rate of order: 
I ' 

Union. of India through General. Mana9er, 
d 1\ 2-ero1 

Telecom, IkJtt, Telecom 

Office,<Kheri Phatak; Kota. 
\ 

2. Divisional·Engineer (Rural) Telecom Dept~, Baran, Distt.Baran. 

3. · SOOT, Teleccm D~ptt, 1$ran1 Distt.Baran, Rajasthan • 

• ··.Applicants • 

. Vs. 

Shri Ramesh· Chand Gupta,. S/o Shri Ka.Stoor Chand Gupta, .;i:ro, Antah 
• I 

'(Baran) under DE Rural Bci.ran, R/o 401, Shastri Nagar,-Kota.· 

••• Respondent. 

~r.M.Rafiq "."" C0un~l for applicants~ 

PE~HON 1 BLE-MR.S.K.AGARWAL1 JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

'lhis review ai;:plication has been filed to recall/review the order 

of this Tribl;mal dated 6;11.2000 pciSsea in O~A No'.537 /97,. Rame~h Chand 
. ' 

Gupta Vs. U)I & Ors. 

2. Vide order dated 6.11.2000, this-Tribunal. directed tlhe t~soo~1ents· 
' , . ." 

to refund the amount ded.lcted/recovere¢i from the salary of the applicant 

in P.irsuance ot .Annx.Al within a period of 4. months from the date of 

receipt of a copy of the order with no order as to cost~·. 

3. We have perused the. avebnents made in this Review application and'. 
' . . . . I . 

also perused the order deiiverea by this.Tribunal &ted 6.li~2ooo·in o.A 
.No.537 /97. 

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

this Review Application is to hear the case afresh .after taking on 

. record the documents Annx.RAl. and pass .order accordingly. 
. ·-

5. 
, 

Section 22,(3) o~ the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 confers on 

Acjministrative Trimnal discharging the functions .under the Act, the 

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

Procedure whiie trying a. suit in respect. inter ·a.lia· of reviewing its 

decisions ... 

.6. A Civil Court's p¢Wer to review its own decision under the Code of 

Civil · Procedure is contained in Order 47 Rule 1, order 47. Rule 1 

provides as follo~: 
"Order 47, Rule i; Application for review of judgment: 

(l)Any peq;on considering himself aggrieved; 

(a) by a decree or o~der from which an appeal is allowed, but from 

which no appeal has been preferreq. 
' , 

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

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

who, from -the discovery of new. and irnportan~ matter or eyiderice 
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which_ after the 'exersise of due deligence was not_ within his 
knowledge or could not ~ produec~ by him at· the time when,. the 

'· -

decree was passed ·or order made, or on ac<;:eunt of some mistake or 

error apparent on the face of the record, • or. for any _other·.· 

sufficient reason, 'desir_es to obtain a review of the"decree passed 

, or order made against :him,_ may c;t.pply for a' review of judgment .to 

the. court Which passed: the decree or made the order.;, 

7. On the basis of the above proposition_ of law, it is_ clear that 

power of the review available to the Administrative Trib .. mal is similar 

. to power given. to civil court under Order 47 Rule J: of Civfr Procedlre 
. . . ' ' .. 

Code, therefore, :any person who consider himself agg~ieved by a decree 
- ' - . ' - / · .. 

· or· order ·from ~ich an appeal is allowed but 'from ,which no ai:peal· -has -

·bee~ p~e ferr~, can apply for review - under Orde~ 4 7 Rule l (a) on · ~he -/ 
. gi'.ound t_hat there i~ an error apparent qn the face ~f the record or' from 

the discovery' of new and inportant natter or ev'idence which after . the 

ex_erci~e of due deligence was not ~thin' his 'knowledg~ or' could not be 
~ . j ! • ' • ,• • . I ·, ' • 

produced by him at the time when the decr-ee or oraer was passed h1t it 

has now come to his knowleage. 

8. 

. that 

This 

What the i;:etitioner is claiming t;prougti this review petition is 

this Tribunal sh_ould reapp~eciate the facts and material on record • 

is be~orla the . ~rv ~e~: of this Tribunal . While ex~rcising the powers 

of the review: conferred upon it under the law •. It' has -b~n held -by 

· Hon' ble Supreme Court in the ~~se of Smt .Mee~a -Bhanja Vs. ·i.'lirmal Kumari, · 

AIR 1995_. SC 455 that reawrecia~ing facts/law amounts to overtstewing 

the jurisdi~tion confer~ed upon the Courts/TribUnal while reviewing its 

own decisiol')S. In the present petiti~n ·also the petitioner· is_ trying t6 .. 

claim reappreciation _of _ the facts and· mate~ial on record which is:. 

decidedly beyorid ttie power_ of _reV'iew ~onferred upon. the Tribunal; and as 

held by. Hori 1ble Supreme coilrt. 

9.· It_ .has· ?een obset\Zed by ·.t~e -Hor'l'ble Supreme Court in a recent 
·1 \ • 

judgment Ajit Kuiral'.' Rath. Vs1. State of Orissa & Or's, JT 1999(8) SC 578 

• I 

that a revieW cannot be claimed or-asked- for.~rely for a fresh hearing. 
. ' '1 . _.1-. . .- ' ' . - ' • ·. . l. 

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

to say, the power of re~iew can' be exercised only cfor correction of, a 
pat'ent error o~ law or. fact \;;hich stares in. th~ face· without any: 

elaborate ar~t being neeaea' for establishing it •. It ~ be pointed 
' . . . . .. 

out that the exp:r:ession · ·~ ot~er sufficient , reason• used in Order 47 

Rule 1- means a r~so~ su~ficiently arala;JOUS to. those spec;i.fiea _in the 

... Q. I. k. 0 · . =e. ·We· h;;>.ve given anxioos consideration to the cootention- raised by · r ~the _learned COl;lnsel for the applicants in , the Review application and 

' · - · also perused the order ..._$ted 6~11;2000 'passed. in d.A · 537 /97 ·and the 

) 



,' 

' ·, 

3 

whole' case-- file thorougiy. We. have also given anxious consideration to· 

our order· and we see that detailed_ reasons· ar~· also given'· why it was 

equitable. ·to give such directio~"'. and. we do not find ~ny. error apParent 

on the face of the record and no new irrportant fact or evidence has come 1 

- . . ' ' ' ) - - ' 

into the notice of this Tribunal on the bas'is of which the order. passed 

by the Trimnal Ca.n be.reviewed. 

12~ - 'In view of the above and the facts and circumstances-of this case, 

we do ~ot find ariy,,~rror' ap?:tr~nt -0~~ the face of -the -r~cord to review 

· - the impUgned <;>rder and .therefore, there is no basis to review the above. 
. - . . - ~ -

-order. 

13. we, therefore, dismiss the review application having· no merits. 

{,~.g;r-- _-_ -__ - "~ 
. (GoJ;Sl -~inghl --'- - · cs.K.Agarl~r\" · 
Member -(A). Member (J). -
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