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S CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA, PRINCIPAL BENCH »
RA No.Z44/97 iy op No. 1407 /97
New Delhi, this 3pd day of November, 1595
Horn ble Shri Justice~K.M, Agairwal , Chalirman
_Hon " bile Shri s.p, Biswas, Member (A)
Shri Marphool Singh’Sharma
77, Sharda Niketan
Pitampura, Delhi-34 Abplicant
(By Shri V.K. Malhotra, Advocate)
versus

[ Director ot Education

0ld Sectt, Delhi
2. Dy, Director of,Education

‘ Dt. North, Lucknow Road
4 Timarour, Delhi,
: 3. Vice-Principal/HQew Delhi

Govt.'Boys Sec, School

Bagh Karekhan, Delhi-7 N
4, Orawing g Disbursing}Officer

Govt, Bovys Sec. School, Delhi-7
8, Chief’Seoretarv _ /

Delhi Administration

5 Alipur Road,D@lhi Resbond@nts

ODRDER (ip circulation)
Hon Bble Shri s, p, Biswas
The applicant 3eeks review Oof  the order and

judgeinent passed in

that Lhere is an error on

Operative

“After & lapse of
are of the view ‘that
claim the reliefs of the

this application on
the similar relief

any

the face of

pPortion of the judgement is as

has been

O0A 1481/97 op 26.8.97 on the ground

the record. The

Considerable time, we
the applicant cannot
nature claimed in
giround whatsoever that
diven to other

persons, Aooordingly, this application is
hereby dismisseqd as barred by time,
Apolication for Condonation of delay s also

rejected because We  do

grounds  to pe
exorpitant delay ",
2. At the Outset,
§> Feview is yvepry limited. The

a—

it is made clegr

not consider “the

sufficient to condone such  ap

Lhat the scope of

Tribunal is not vested with
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any inherent power of review.. It exercises that power
undér Order 47, Rule 1 of cpc which permits review if
there is (1) discovety of & new and important pPlece of
evidence, which inspite of due diligence was  pot
avallable With the review applicant at tpe time of
hearing or when the order wao made; (2) en error
appbarent on the Tdce of the record or (3) any other

analogous ground.

3. " -None of the above said ingredients are available ip

the pres @nt RA. The grounds advanced by the review

capplicant had already baen Ccarefully Considered by us at

the time of hearing and the applicant has NOt come with

any fresh point ip SUpport  of his case that would

warrant us to review the judgement.

4, In  the circumstanoes, the RA ig summarily rejected

-

having no force.

-

-
(K,M.Agarwal)
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