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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI
NEW DELHI, this the & & day of July, 1995,

RA No, 145 of 1995,
i-in
OA No.717 of 1995,
HON'BLE MR 8.K. SINGH, MEMBER(A)

Shri Jagdsep Singh,
Typa Il at CPWD Enquiry 0ffice,
Shahjahan Road, NGU‘ Delhi, eess Apslicant,

vs

1, Union of India
through Supsrintendent Engineel
cpwD, I,P,Bhavan, =
Now Dselhi, '

2. Executive Engineer,
MN® Divieion, C,P.W,0.5
Naw Delhi, .

3. Ministry of Urban Development
THROUGH Directorate of Estates,
Nirman Bhavan,

New Oelhi,

4, Assistant Director,
‘Directorate of Estates,
Nirman Bhavan, L
New Delhi, ee.. Raspondents, .

ORDER _

it o Vom0 - Wt

(by circulation)

HON'BLE MR B.K, SINGH, MEMBER(A),

This Revieu Application No,148/95 has

bean filed against the judgment passed in OA No, 717/95,

" The application was dismissed as barred by,

principlass of res judiciata,
Order 47 Rule 1 of the Code of Civil

Procedure lays down that a revieu application

can ohly lie if a new piece of evidence-or a nNey
document, which, inspite of due diliqenéa oculd

not be produced at the tims of final hgaring or mhaﬁ

the order was made, is available with the reviasy

-applicant now., No such evidence or documsnt




./sds/

V@

has beeﬁ produced warranting review of the
decision and order already made in 0A No,717 of
1995, There is no factual or lsgal error
apparant on the face of the record., The revieu
applicant has not bsan abls to show any such

error, factual or legal on the faco of the judgment

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

ground on the basis of which a reviey application
arny ot her material

can lie is/analogous to the aforesaid tys -+ = .

~.
ment ioned above,

I do mot find any other material on record
to uarrant a rav1eu of the judgment and order alr eady
made in the 0,A, As alrsady stated in-the judgment

that the matter had already been dscided by .a Court of
competent jurisdiction, and, thzrefore, the same issus
could not be adjudicatead upon throhgh anothef»Original
Application and that is the reason why the 0A No,717/95

was dismissed ds barred by the principles of

res judicata, The applicant was allowed to remsin
in the house till 30th Rpril, after which he vas
liable to pay damage rent as already decidsd hy

a Bench of concurrent jurisdiction,

In view of the above, therea is nc merit in
the revisu application énd‘the same is dismissed
summarily under Order 47 Rule 4(1) of the Cods of
Civil Procedurs,

D

( B.K, Slnqh(/)7/7

Membsr(A)




