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99,
Delhi this the ¢ th day of March, 19
New

J
Hon'ble Smb. Lekshmi Syaminathan, member (3)
Hon tble shri N. Sshu, Member

In the mattsrl of

KumaT Jain’

1- viginshri .ﬁ. i 335_"’ :I .
R/0 C/0 Mender Dass ain,
X/ 2487, Gali No.70,
Raghuuar Purs NOe« 2y
De1hi=-110031.

i secretary)s .
- :}E.S:qgiegaharaja Ran jit Singh
Road, Adarsh Nagar,
De1hi
e sr?LGTOma Engineer ﬂssociatim(.%crat.ary),
sl g?%f1l, shiv Lok, Kanker Khera,
meerut Cantt.

. .Review Applicants
Versus

of India
micc'::gh jts Secretary,
Min istry of Defence,
Government of India,
New Delhi.

.. Respondents

ORDE R (BY CIRCULATION )
ber (3)
(Hon *ble Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Mem (

ived Revieu Application
applicents in OA 1280/93 have f 1o

-

-call the impugned
45/99 praying for a1louing the ReA. and, re-=c 1

der dated 4.12.98 and hear them and thereafter pass fresh
or B - L]

orders.

2 we have carefully considered the grounds taken in the
R.Ae in which they have submit ted, jnter-alia, that apart from
. - a£
the fect that the applicant's counsel was absent when the c

, i

was 1isted for hearinc on 4.12.1998, there are &1s0 C€T 2 in

in tnhe order i e
errors éppareni/uhich just if ies rTevie u. One of the errdesp

out ijn the RA is that the Tribunal had in the impugned order

noted that no re joinder had been filed uwhereas they have
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https;//PDFReE?ieﬁ(;%m in the paper book. They have alleged that the Tribwnal’
has @nitted to consider the rejoinder fi'ed by the applicents and
relying on the order of the Supreme Court datsd 10.7.97 in SLP(c)
Nos 1'1448-49/97, they have submitted that revisw is the only course.
3e W zre unable to agree with the above contentions because
what has been stated in paragraph 3 of the impugned order is that
the respmdents have submitted that the reply filed by them should
also be taken as the reply to the amnded OA in which it wes noted
that ® applicants had not filed any rejoinder thereto. "(e mphasis added)
The next line in paragraph 4 of the impugned order further states
that we have® fully considered the pleadings" and heard the learned

. counsel fer the respandents, From this it is, therefore,clear that

the pleadings jn the OA have been fully considerad, inc'uding
the  rejoinder filed by fhe applicants and in the circumstancss of
the case,- the contention of the applicants that we have wrongly
assumed that no rejojhder has been filed at al! is incorrect. As
we have considered the pleadings and the impugned order .E”?’ _raasmed
order s based on the documents on record)andktha settled principte
of law in such mettsrs, 4B do not find this as a sufficient ground

as provided under Order 47 Rule 1 CPC read with Section 22(3)(f)

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 to av'ow the Review

- Application. ue have also considerad the other grounds taken in
/‘ -
the RA and do not find, sufficient to re-call the impugned order,

4
In the facts and circumstances of the case, we do not avlso camsider

the absence of the applicant?'s counsel on 4.12.98 es & suffient ground
for allowing the ReA.,as documents on record have been consideresd,
Besides, the applicant No.2 is the Diplome EnginesrsAssociation

which has been represented thraugh&_Secretary and one of the Members

. 1 popam
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1isted for hearing on 4.12.,1998 to submit the corract facts

which they have failed to do. .

4 In the above circumstances, we find no mrit in the

Revisw hpp},ication.-Th same is accordingly dismissed.

( smt.Lakshmi S;_.aminathan)
(ngébfﬁhut)u Mo mbe  (2)
sk
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