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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR= 

R.A No;.28/2000 ·Date of order: 1 /JI { ~ 
.churamart Singh, S/o late Shri Beni Ram, R/o Vyas Colony, Shastri 

Nagar, Jaipur. 

2 .. 

• ., .. Applicants. 

Vs. 

Union of India thro~gh the Secretary, Teleco:mnunication, Sanchar 

Bhawan, New Delhi. 

The Chief Ger:ieral Manager, 

Bardar Patel Marg, Jai:Pur ... 

Telecom, Rajasthan Telecom Circle, 
•' ' 

. 3. Shri K.K.Verma, T.O.A, Office of the CGMT, Jaip.;1r Distt, Jaipur. 

4. Shri Bhupendra Kaushik, 'IDA, O(o the .(X;MT, Jaipur Distt., Jaipur • 

.... Respondents/non-applicants • 
. ' 

Applicant in person. 

PER HC?N 1BLE MR~S.,K.AGARWAL 1 JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

This review application has been filed to recall/review the order 

of this TrH;unal ·aated 16 .. 8.2000 p!lssed in o~A NoD641/94·, Churaman Singh 

Vs. UOI & Ors. 

2., Vide order dated 1608.2000 this Tribunal disrnissed the O.A with no 

order as to costs~ 

3. We have perused the averrnents made in this Review application and 

also perused the order delivered by this Trirunal dated 16.8.2000 in O.A 

No.641/94., 

4. The main contention of the : learned counsel for the applicant in 

this Review Application is tha.t had the respondents ever been considered 

the case of the applicant for grant of ad hoc promotion earlier to his 

juniors, he would have been benefited monetoril+y. 

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

A&linistrative Trib.mal discharging the functions under the Act, the 

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

Procedure while tcying a suit in respe9t inter alia of reviewing its 

decisions. 

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

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

provides as follows: 

"Order 47 Rule 1; Application for review of judgment: 

(l)Any person considering himself aggrieved; 

(a) by a decree or order from Which an appeal is allowed, but from 

which no appeal has been preferredo 

(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 and important matter or evidence 



.~ .. -.~\ . 

':\ 

. :. ·2, . ·: 

"Wh,ich , after the, exercise 'o.f due deligeiice, was 'not Within his 
' ' 

- knowJ_edge oi: could not be produeced by him at the time 'When the 
' ' I ' 

d.~cree was p:i.ssed or 6~der made, _or' on account' of some mistake or 

error apparent on the;. face· ~f .the record·, o'r for any ~the!;' 
' . ' •, ' ~ 

sufficiept r~~on, d~sires'.to obtain a r0View of the decree p~ssed, 
' ,, 

or order made against him, may awly for a review of judgmerit to 

the court_ which ,passed: .. · the _decre~ or made the order. 11 

7•. 'On _the ~is o,f the ,,a,bove ·proposition' of' law I it is : clear ; that 
. .- - ' . ' ' . . . ' .. ' •, ·. /~ 

power of the review available to'the Admin~strative Tribunal is similar 
- ' ' 

to power given .to. civil court under Order 47 . Rule l of Civil· Procedlre 

Code, therefore, ariy pe~son 
1

\Vho. consider himself ~ggr:i.eved by- a decree 

p~_ .order Jrom whiCh an a~i.· Js ai'loWea but from which no appeal"· 'has 

- been preferred, can, appiy for review under ?ider 47 Rule l(a) on.·th: 
. . l -: '/· . 

. gr.ound _that the.re is an error a,pparent on the face .of the record or from; 
' . .., l 

the discovery of new aria inportant matter or evidence' .Which' after,: the 
' ' ,\ '" 

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

proquced ,by_ him _at the 'time' wtien the decree or order was. Passed t;:ut it 
' I , 

ha~ -now. come to hi~ knowled:;Je. 
;'' J I 

B. What the· petitioner is cla'imiQg_. th'r;ough'' this review petition is 

t~t this '.fi"ibunal SQOuld reappri:ci~t~ the .facts a.nd material O~ record. 

_ Tl1i_s is :beyond_ the purview ~f:_this Tribt1riS-l while exercising the po~rs 

of 'the re'7iew· conferred upon it ·l1.nde~ the law~ It has been held by 
. ' . . ~. ... . ' . . . . ' ' ' - ' 

Hgn~ b:J.e .. Supr.eJne _cou.rt .. ~11 1;p~ _ca~~ _()f Smt .Meera .Bhanja .1!:. Nirmal Kumari, 

AIR. 1995 SC 455- that reawreciating facts/law amqunts· to overtstepp~~g 
~he jurisdiction confer.re9. upotj ~he Courts/Tribunal while reviewing its 

own decisions~ In the present petition a1s;o the petitioner is t:tyj,,ng-to 

claim' reappreciation of the ~cts '. and material' on record which i~ 
ae6id~iy beyon~ .. the Po~~ _of i::eview conferred upon the Trit?1.mal and as· 

held by Hon'ble Supr,eme. G9urt. 

9. It has been ' obs_erved by the Hon I bl'e Supreme Court in a recent 
, . - , I " . : , ' ' . 

judgment Ajit_ Kl.lmar .·Rath Vs. State of Orissa !_ 2!!_1 JT 1999(8) SC 578 

thB.t a review Cannot ~'claimed or asked for merely fo~ a- fresh hearing 

or_ arguments. <?I' .. -~orrectio.n of _an' erroneous view taken earlier,. that- is 
, • l• • ' , , . 0 /' • • • I , 

to say, 'the. power of revi~w 9Clfl be exercised only~·for correction of a 

patent - error of law or - fact.. which stares ' in 'the - face without aey 

.elaborate ar9t;lllleJlt Qeing 'rieeaea, for· establishing it. It may t>e pointed: 

out that the expression 'any other'sufficient·reasen'. used in Order 47 

Rule J. means a_ r~son suftic~:eritiy' alialo:ioos to ·ttiose specifiea in the 
rule~ 

' ' 

· 10. We have given anx:i;ciis cora.ideration to the d~ntention raised by 
the learned counsel 'for the applicant in the ·Review application and· also 

/ 

perused the order dated 16.8.2000·passed in O.A No.641/94 and the-whole 
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case file t9orougly. w~ have al~o given anxious consideration. to para 6 

of our orC!er arid we see that. detailed reasons are, also given 'Why it was 

equitable to give. such direction and we do not find any error apparent 

on the face of 'the record and no' new important fact or evidence has come . . . . 

,into the notice of this Tribunal on the basis of which ·the order passed 

by the Tribunal can be reviewed. 

11. Inv iew of the above and the facts and circumstances of this case, 

we do not find any error af,parent on the face of the record to review 

the imp.lgned order and therefore, there is no basis to review the above 
. . . 

order. 

12. We, therefore, 

A~ 
(N~P.Nawani) 

dismiss the review application having no merits. 

~ 
.' (S~K_.Agarwal) 

Member (A)., Member (J). 

( 


