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I THE CENTRAL ADMIUI:TRATIUE TRIBUNAL
p PRINCIPAL EE NCH

N RA 44/99 and MAs 257/99,
' ' © 258/99 and 59/99 in -
. OA 2492/97,

Neu'Dalhi this the 3 th. day oF Narch, 1999,

hon’ble Shri S, R. Adlge, Vice Chairman (A)
Hon'b’e Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member - (J)

In the hatter.of s .

Jal Narain Kaush ik,
son+ of Late Sh.Ram Swaroop,
R/0 C-505, Saraswati Vihar,
Dg1lni.
S “ees Applicant

Vgrsus

1. Lt. Governor of Delhi
Raj Nluas, Raj Niwas Marg,

Delhi.

2. Chief Secretary, -0 ‘
- Govt.of NCT of Deilhi . ' \
Sy Sham Nath Marg, DeThl. ' '

3. Sacretary(Educatlon),
Directorate of Educatlon :
Govt.of NCT of De 1hi, 01d Sectt

Belhi.

4, Director of Education,
 Govt, of NCT of Delhi, old Sectt.,.

- Delni.

5. Dy.Director of Sducation(Distt. North),
Directorate of Education, ' !
. Govt.of NCT of Delnl, Luckn ouw Road,
Delhi. -

cos Respohdents

ORDER (BY CIRCULATION )

( Hon 'ble Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Memﬁar (J)I

, L ha@e careful?y considered Rev;eu Appvlcatlon 44/99
together wjth. MA 257/99 MA 258/99 and " MA 259/99 Rev1eu applicant
has praysd that the 1mpugned order deted- 23.2.98 in Ok 2492/97
may_be\rev1eued by alloulng.the R,A. and he shou1d be T -
employed and bs allowsd to continue to work in his prBV’OUS
post as Vlce Prlnclpal upto April, 1998 ’ |

2. i‘ In MA 258/99,tha appllcant has prayed flor condonation
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of delay bf 59 days in\Filing the R.A. Iﬁ MA 257799 he h;s submitted

that he has 1ost the certified COpy oF the order in DA 2492/1997

&fizher ground menticned’'in MA 258/99 is that delay has been

caused by the clerk of the cognsel_uho had mls-placed the rslevant
 papers and hence ‘he has submitﬁed thét‘the deiay is neither

deliberéte nor intentignal. By NA 259/99? the éppiicqnt has

sowght to place on record an. order of the Delhi High Court dated _

1

27.5.98 on uh;ch he reliss upon to substantiate his claim that the
impugned. order of the Tribunal passed on 23.2.98 should be
raviswed and_reécalled; In the RA, the apﬁlicant has alieged,
that there‘are.errors apparent on the face of the.impugned order
and he has advanced cartqiq.érguméntshuhich we have carefully
cq1§;dg;ed‘8359d mq"thar cases, ﬁe\submits‘tﬁaf. Tribﬂpal had
-Failédito* appreciate certain faets and taks into accouwnt certain
.Ruias,_which“ueuhad-not found:applicable  to the facts of‘tha

' present case: and, has tried to reargue tha case.

3, e ‘do not Flnd the reasons given 1n MA 258/99 for
condonat’on of delay of 59 days' sufficient to altou that MA

- and hence R.A. is 718b7e to be dlsml°Sed on. this ground avoq_

" Apart from that based on subsequent order passed by the De1hi
High CDurt‘dated 27.5.98 it cannot be held that the impugned order
dated 23.2,98 in UA.2492/97.shoq1d be revieqed. Last1y hav ing

‘Tegard to-the-prouisichsof the Order 97 Rule 1 CPC read yith the
propisionsor Section 22(3)(r) of the Administrative Tribunals ACt;
we are unable to agree with the applicant's contention that there
are errors apparent on the face of the recard uhich[jpstifies

’

allowing the Revieuw Application.

4, . For the’ reasons given above, RA 44/99 together with
Ma 257/99 and MA 258/99 are dismissed,.

(Smt.Ldkshml Suaminathan) ( s.R. ‘Adide
Me mbe r (3) , _ Viece Chairman (A).
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