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IN.THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.
R.A.N0.36/2001 o Date. of order: 19.10.2001

In 0.A No0.418/1998

1. - Union of India ‘through ‘the . Director General, Employees:

State Insurance Co;poration,'ﬁotla Rbadi New Delhi.

2. émployées State. Insurance Corporation, Regional Office,
. . . o . ) : ) : -, * . N o ’
Panchdeep _Bhawan, Bhawani Singh - Marg, Jaipur through its

'Regional Director.
! / ) e .A\ppli‘caqts-
o ) ) " . . _
) A . ’ T .. Vs.

l,' 'Brijendra"Kumar,l 870  Sh.Mahaveer Rrasad, R/o Plotj No.le
A..éhiva Coloény, prk Road, jaiéﬁr. | / |
2. ‘Réjééh Kumar Laknera, S/o?ShfS.NjLakhera, R/0 Pl@t Nb.l?ll,
Barka; Naéar, Tonk‘Phdfak,-Jaipuf;\" 5 N )

3. -Ku.bDurga Kshetrya, D/o Sh.Kshetrya, R/o Plot No.D-241, Prem

‘Nagar, Jhotwara, Jaipur.

4. Ramesh hLal,',S/o " Sh.Babu _Lal"Megnwél, R/0 Berniars,
Teh.Pindhlara, Distt.Sirohil -~
.« «Respondents

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

" PER HON"BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.

Pl

. This review application has been filed to recall/revie& &n

order ‘of- this Tribunal dated 4.9.2001 passed in OC.A.No.418/9¢

. i, .
‘Brijendra Kumar Vs, Union of India & Anr.

2. - .Vide order dated 4.9,2001, this Tfibunalxdisposed of t

O.A having become infructuous. The applicants shall be at libex

£o take the issue of regularisation at appropriate time, if it

so advised. No order as to costs. .

N

’ N . - ¢ ! / ’ - - « «
3. We have perused. the averments made in this vrev:

application and a}so‘perused the order delivered bj‘tnis Tribu

dated 4.9.2001 in 0.A No.418/98.
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-apblicant in
committed' an error

Vserv1ces of applicant No 3 had been terminated wee. f.

applicants=

" Code of CJVJ] Procedurs |1s contained in crdser ‘47 Rule l. Rule 47,
1 - - - -

Rule 1 prov1desAas follows:'lu .- o

g\fv\\*\ S

dutles. L ;'V R

under-'the Act,

The main contention of the learned counsel for the

. . b
th1s ‘review ' application is that the ~Tr1bunal

.in not taking note of the fact that the

2.11. 98'

N . 14

-,therefore thlS order glves a clear 1mpre551on/that the services

of applicant No 3 had also been extended from tlme to t1me like

No l, 2 & 4 and she 1s also to be continued tlll

3 . oo

'regularly selected candidates became available for 301n1ng thelr}

~
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'Section 22(3) - of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985

~
-

- cofnferes’ od"Administr&tiwe Tribunal discharging the functions

the same powers as -are vested in a Civil Court
B o f ’ ~ . .

under the. Code of Civiﬁ Procedure while trying ‘a ‘suit in respect

. | : '
1nter alia of rev1eW1ng 1ts dec151ons. o o -

.

~A civil Court s power to rev1ew 1ts own dec1saon under the
A}

®
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-"Appllcatlon for rev1ew of- judgment'

;l) Any person. cons1der1ng himself aggrieved

i i LI

‘(a) by\a decre or order from whlch an appeal is allowed, but

l._from which no appeal has been preferred.

.(b) by a decree or‘order from whic no.appeal is.allowed, or
'(c) by a dec1s1on=on1reference from.a Court of'small causes
-and who, from/theldiscovery of new .and 1mportant matter or
ev1dence wh1ch after the exercrse of due dellgence was not

“w1th1n his knowledge OF could not be produced by him at the

N i

time when *he decree was passed or order made, or on account

of some mistake orgerror apparent on theuface<of the record:
or for any other, ‘sufficient reason, desires to obtain a
.

rev1ew of the decree passed or order made against him, may

u,‘ ' -

fapply for a rev1ew}of Judgment/to the court wh1ch passed the
-5 . SN -
decree or made the, order. o : SN
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7.  On thevbasis of the above position of law, it is clear that

\

power of review available- to. the Administrative Tribunal is

similar “to power given to civil court under Order,47 Rule 1 of

Civil Prodedure Code, therefore, any person who com51der hlmoelf

aggrleved by a decree or order from whlch an appeal is allowedr

*+ but from which no appeal -has- been preferreda-cen epplv for review

under'Order 47 Rule l(a) on the ground that there: is an error
apparent on the face of the record or. from the dlscovery of nev
and important matter or evidence which after.the exercise of due

dellgence was not W1th1n his knowledge or -could not be. produced.

'by him at the time when the decree or. order was passed but 1t has

now come to his knowledge.

—

8. We have g1ven anxious consideration to the contention raised

\

by the; learned counsel ‘for the applicants .in the review
appllcatlon and also perused the order dated 4. 9 2001 passed 1n

0.A No.418/98 and the whole case flle thoroughly.

9. Admlttedly, the \eerv1ces ‘of appllcant No.3 had been

terminatead v1de order dated 2.11.98 and this fact appears to have

been escaped ~’;£Es=the notice of the/—Trlbunal, therefore, ‘the

© order dated 4.9.2001\‘is” to be modified to the extent that

applicant No.3 shall not be entitled to any relief'sought for.

8. We therefore- modlfy the order dated 4. 9 2001 passed in O Yi

No% 418/98 to the extent that appllcant No. 3 shall not be entitle

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

terminated vide order dated .2.11.98.  The review.'applicatlo

-

stands disposed of'accordingly.
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A. '.Rizvi) o ' ' - (S.K.Agarwval)

(S.

Member (A) S , s ~ 4Mem6er (J).



