
central AQW in iSTRftt IWE: tribunal
principal BENCH;;: N£uJ DELHI

R«A. 415/94r l\\
n.A. 4100/94 in

0,A. 304/94

New Delhi, this the 6th :day of 3anuary,l995

Hon'ble Shri 3oP. Sharma:, nBmber(3)

1. Secretary,
Plinistry of Urban Deyielopment,
Nirman Bheuan,
New Delhi,

2. Director, "
Die, of Estates,
Govt. of India,
Nirman Bhauan, New Delhi, Applicants

Ws, :

1. Smt, Nirmal Sharma,
w/• Shri K.S, Gautamj
R/o H-316, Sarojini Nagar,
New Delhi,

2, Gautam,
Sop, olilate ' Sh|?| jOuli Chand Gautam,
S/qIh-SIS^.'S^rgjini Nagar,
NowmQalbiswon, . oo. Respondents

ORDER

The Union of Indiai has filed this Rev/ieu

application against the;'judgement dated 24,5,94
•I

passed in 0,A,304/93 allowing the application of

the appliCfints for the grant of reliefs that the

respondaats either to regularise the Govt,

accommodation No ,H-31 6,1 Saro j ini Nagar,New Delhi

in favour of Applicant No,1 or allot another

0T|_igible type Govt, accbmmodat-ion on out of turn

basis to Applicant No,r;ond till such time she

may not be evicted from; the present premises.

The notice issued to th'e applicants dated 17,11,93

Was quashed,
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2, This Reuieu applicatio'n has been fled beyond time

and f^.A, No.4l00/94 has been mov/ed for condoning the

delay# The ground taken in the 1*1.A. for condoning the

delay has been considered And that after obtaining

certified copy of the judgement, the Rev/ieu application

has been filed uhich cause^ the delay of 136 days. In
any case the delay is condoned on the basis of the

affidavit filed by Shri Mahesh Arora,Deputy Director ,
'i

Directorate of Estates jNeuiji Delhi,

3, Nou the facts of the case as projected in the
|;

judgement itself are that Applicant No,1 Smt, Nirmal

Sharma is the uife of Applicant No,2 Shri K,S, Gautam,

Both of the applicants hau'e been serving as Teacher,

the uife in the Govt, Girls Secoool^rySchoQl No,2,

Sarojini Nagar and the husband as Language Teacher

in Boys Senior »Secondar y School, Netaji Nagar,Neu

Dalhi, Both are living to'gether in the premises
ti

No,H-31 6,Saro jini Nagar uhich uas allotted to Shri

K,3. Gautam,Applicant No.2, uho retired on 31.5,93

and the uife appliad for r'egular isation of this

accommodation in her name. I3hen she could not

get the relief, she filed "the present application on

25,1 ,94. A notice uas issued to the respondents and
,1

even after service, none appeared for the respondents

except on 2,3,94 uhen Shr;i George Paricken appeared

and prayed for time to file the counter. After

narch,1994 the case uas adjourned to Nay,1994 thrice
ii

but no contest uas made by the respondents uhen the case

uas heard on 23,5,94 and the judgement under revieu

uas delivered on 24,5,94 on uhich day none appeared

on behalf of respondents, ;

4, In fact nobody has put a contest to the claim

made by the applicants^
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5. The ground taken ^ that the directioreof the

Tribunal are not in conformity uith the provisions

of •irectorata of Estates 0,1*1, dated 27,12.91, But

the respondents hava not choosen to file any reply

and almost the proceedings have gone exparte against

them. In the Reuieu appl^ation, the respondents

cannot take a stand uhich they havanot pressed in

the O.A, by filing a reply. Non considaration of

that 0,1*1, of 27,12.91 does not make out an error

apparent on the face of the order. It is not the case

of the respondents that the said 0,1*1. uas not av/ailable

uith tha respondents or tl^at the respondents uare

not served of the date of i! the original application.

In para 5 of this Reviau application, the respondents

have stated "that the respondents could not file fcheir

reply/comments in the main application", Uhen the

respondents have alloiJed the case to go by default

and have bgen given adequate opportunity repeatedly

atleast 5 timas, they have no cause nou to get the

judgement revieued uhen the same has been decided on

the basis of the available material on r ecord,

6, The Review application,tharsfore, does not

make out a case wherein an interference is required
I,

in the judgement un review, Thera is no error apparent

on the face of the judgement. The Reviaw application

therefore, is dismissed,*^,.. C_.-v

(3.P, SHARnA)
[*IE[*1BLR(3)
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