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IN·-.'l'HE CENTRAL AD'MINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JA'IPUR BENCH, J'AIPUR. 

R.A.No.36/2001 Date-o~ 0rder: 19.10.2001 

In O.A No~418/1998 

l·. Union of· India'. ·through 'the . Director General, Employees· ,....._ 

State Insura~ce Corporation,.Kotla R6ad, Ne~ Delhi • 
.. . I . I • . 

2. Employees State. Insurance Corporation, R~gional Office, 

. . 

1, 

2. 

'. 

3. 

4. 

"i 

Panchdeep _Bhawan, Bhawani s i ngh_- M.;irg, Jaipur througti its 
I 

'Regional Director • 

• ·• .Appli-ca11ts. 

,\ Vs. 

Brijendra. Kumar, S/o Sh.Mahaveer ~rasad, R/o Plot ~o.18, ' 

Shiva Colony, T6~k Road, Jaipur. 

·aajesh Kumar Lakbera, S/dSh.S.N~Lakhera, R/o Plot No.1311, 
I 

Barkat Na~~i, Tonk Pha~ak, Jaip~r.~; 
\ . . . 

-Ku.Burga Kshetrya,, D/o' Sh.:Kshetrya, R/o. Plot No.D-241, Prem 

·Nagar, Jhotwara, Jaipur. 

i -

M.egnwai, Sh.Babu l:{/ 0 Bernl&rs, Lal Ramesh Lal, .S/o 

Teh~Pindhla~a, Distt.Sirohi~ -

••• Respondents 

Mr.U.D.Sharma Counsel for the applicants in R.A • 

. PER HON"BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER • 
.-·-
This review ~~plication has.been filed to recall/review th 

order \of .. this Tribunal dated 4.9.2001 passed in O.A.No.418/9E 
1. 

Brijen~ra Kumar Vs, Union of India & Anr. 

2. Vide order dated 4.9.2001, this Tribunal. disposed of. t 

O.A having become infructuous •. The applicants shall be at liber 

' 
to take th~ issue of regularisation at ~pprdpriate ti•e, if it 

so ad~ised. No o~der as to costs. 

• I I 

\ 3. We have perused. th'e averments made in this rev: 

application and a_lso 'perused the order delivered by" this ·rribu 

-~· · , d?ted 

--~ 
-·~ .. 

4.9.2001 in O.A No.418/98. 
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The 4,_ 

··a:tl.icant 

'~co mi t ted 

main contention of the lea.rned counsel for the 
. j ' • 

tha~. the ·Tribunal 
. ).. ·'· 

an error . in 'not - -taking not.e of tne fact tha\t the ' . 
,, 

vices of applicant _No.3 had been :terminated w.e.f. 2.11.98 
, •· 

. ~ . I • . , ! . 

. therefore~thi~ order gives a clear impressionJ~hat the services 
~·-I - --~-- ~ 

0~
0

appiicant No.3 h~d ~lso been ~xterided from-time to .time: like 
' . . 

' : 

ajliCaritS · No.l, 2 & 4 and she f~. a.ls~ to b.; ·continued till 

~eg~iar~y ~elect~d candidat~s became ~v~iiabl~ ;or jpining ·their 

duties .• < 
I ' 

s-•.. 'section 22(_3.) df t-he Administrative Tri_bunalf? Act., 1985 

discharging the functions 
' , ., 

uJder-'th·e Act, the same powers as·are·vested in a Civil Court 

under· the c·od~ of C.ivi~j Pro.cedur.e while :tr.yi·ri~ ··a· ·suit in respect 
, I , 

. i ' -
inier,alia of reviewing! its decisions~ 

! . 

· 6·. ',A civil Court• s power to re\dew ·its -own. decisd.o~ under tne 
• • ' ., \ . • :-' ' I • ./ -

Code of Civil Pr.ocedur~~i fs contairted in 47 ,-
' 'I ' ! . I 

R~le l_ prpvides -as follb~s:· 
' 

\ - ,.. . "Appi.ica t ion for ~~view of· judgment: 

~ l) 
. i 

Any person. con~lidering himself aggr ievea; 
- ' / 

,. ~ 16 
I • • 

(a) by'-a-decre or .order trom which an appeal. is allowed,· but 
: .; ' 

. t'rom which .no appeal has been_ preferred.' -
' I 

(b) by a decree or; order from whic · rio .appeal is allowed, or 
/ ' I I 

·( c.) · by a decfsion !on ref~en~e · from a Co'l,lrt of small causes 
I: , . 

and who, from t:he: discovery of ·~ew anti importa~t ·matter or 
~ ' -

' ' ' \ . . 
evidence which .. ~fter the ~xercise.of due deligen~e was not 

- ' ' . 
·within his knowledge or could not he produced by him .at the 

, , ;_ I . . 

t_ime when: .the decree .. was p·assed or order ~~de;.- or on account 
- '' . .· .... : ' .. . }' 

of some mistake ori erro·r~ apparent on the, face -of the ·record, 
- • I - ' : ' - j , . • - ' 

or for any· other, -sufficient_ ·reason, desires .to· obtain a 

review 'of the dec~ee passed or-order ·made· again~t ·him,'" may 
l.'o..,: ' ~ -

' " 

.~p~l~ for~ revie~ of judgment 1 to 
. i I -~ _ "' 

made the!order." 
~··. ' 

i 

~he c6urt.which passed the 
\ . ,\ 

d~cree or 

·~~ ... 
·- . . ~ 

· .. 
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7. ·On the basis of the above position of _law, it is clear tnat ., 
power of revie~ available to 'the. Ad~iµistrative Tribunal is 

similar:to pqwer given to civil court under Ordrir-47 Rule 1 of 

Civ.il Procedure Code, therefore, any person who co,nsider himaelf 

aggrieved by a decree or order from which an appeal is allowed 
. ' 

bu-t ·from· which -no· appeal -ha-s- been prederred: cc.n apply for revi~w 
' _.I , , I . 

under Order 47 Rule l(a) on the. ground. that the~e· is an error 

apparent on the face ·of the record or f!'.'om , the discovery .of, new 

and import~nt matter or evidence which after .the exerci$e of du.a 
. . . \ 

deligei1ce was .not with.ii:]. his knowledge or -could not be produced, 
• I 

by him at the time w~en the decr~e or. order was passed but .it has. 
- -· 

now come to his knowledg~~ 

8 •. W~ ha~e giv~n anxious consideration to the contention raised 

by the learned counsel 'for the applicants in the review 

. ' . 
·application and also perused the order dated·4.9.2001 passed in 

o .A,_ No .418/98 and the, whole case file thoro.ughl y. 

5). Admittedly, the. services ·of applicant No.3 had. be.en 

terminated vide order dated 2.11.98 and this fact appears to have 
'. 

~..--~-= beeri escaped ~5~~ ~ne notice of the- Tribunal, therefore, "the 
/ 

order dated 4.9.2001· i~ to be moditied to the· extent that 
' 

applicant No.3 shall not be entitled to any r:.elief ·sought for~· 

8. We -therefore· modify the .order dated 4.9.2001 ~assed in 0 •. 1 

No~418/98 to the extent th~t applicant No.3 shall not be entitle1 

to any relief sought .for as her services had~ already bee 

terminated vide otder dated _2.ll.98 •. The review, applicat~o 
/._ 

' 
stands dis~osed 6f· accordingly • 

. 6P12R~ 
( S~A~.~iz~i) . . _ · ,, 

~ 
(S.K.Agarwal) 

Member (A). 
, 

Me.!llber ( J) • 
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