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CENTRAL AOniNISTR AT IVE TR IBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEU DELHI

NEy DELHI, this the 4 ̂day of Duly, 1995,

RA No. 149 of 1995.
in

OA No.717 of 1995.

HON'BLE P1R B.K.SINGH, PIEnBER(A)

Shri Drsodsep Singh,
Typs iTat CPUD Enquiry Offica,
Shahjahan Road, Nqu Dslhi, •• Aoolicant.

us

1. Union of India
through Supsr i nt sndsnt Engines^
CPUD, I.P.Bhauan,
Now Dolhi.

2. Exacutiua Enginssr,
"N" Division, C.P.U.D, ,
Nou Dslhi,

3. (Ministry of Urban Deuelopmsnt
THROUGH Directorata of Estates,
Nirman Bhavan,

Nqu Oalhi.

4. Assistant Dir actor,
Dirsctorats of Estates,
Nirman Bhavan,
Neu Dslhi, .... R espo ndsnt s,

ORDER

v(,by cir cU'l at-io n),

HON'BLEfF! B.K.SINGH. flEfl3ER( A).

This Review Application No, 149/95 has

been filed against the j udgmsnt passed in OA No. 717/95,

The application was dismissed as barred by

principles of res judiciata.

Order 47 Rule 1 of tha Code of Civil

ProcBdure lays down that a ravisu application

can only lie if a neu piece of avidsnce or a neu

document, uhich, inspite of due diligence oould

not be produced at the time of final hearing or when

the order uas made, is available uith the revieu

applicant nou. No such evidence or document
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has bsen producad uarranting rsv/iau of the

decision and ordar already made in OA No,717 of

1995. There is no factual or Isgal error

apparent on the face of the r ecor.d, Tha review

applicant has not bsan able to shou any such

error, factual or legal on the face of the judgment

and order mado in 0, A. No,717 of 1995. The third

ground on the basis of which a review application
any other material

can lio is^analogous to the aforesaid t uo

I  mentioned above,

I  ̂'  I do not find any other material on record
I

I  to warrant a review of the judgment and ordsr already
!

made in the O.A, As already stated in the judgment

that the matter had already.been dacidod by a Court of

I  competent jurisdiction, and, therefore, the same issue

i  could not bo adjudicated upon through another Original

Application and that is the reason why the OA No,717/95
1  , " '
I  was dismissed a's barred by the principles of

,  res judicata. The applicant was allowed to remain

in the house till 30th April, after which he was

^  liable to pay damage rent as already decided by

a Bench of concurrent jurisdiction.

In view of the above, there is no merit in

i  " raview application and the samo is dismissed

:  summarily under Order 47 Rule 4(l) of the Code of

Civil Procedure,

/sds/

(  8. K, Singh

Msmber( A)


