
«THe TR«principal bench
MEIU DELHI-.

RA 49/99 ̂
OA 1280/93

th day of Darchj l999»NBu Delhi thl. the ^
-i +• fambsr w/

NBU Delhi

nS^'bS luVl Nt'laSt/iCTef («'
Tp the r«Ltar of

1. Vipin Kun»r Da 3^,
S/O Shri A.R. Da^Ji*
R/0 C/0 Msnder 3^ir»»
X/24e7, GaU No.70,
Raghuuar Pura No.2,
Oelhi-1100 31.

2. n.K.Singie(Secretary),
R/O E-l9f l^aharajd Ranjii
Road, Adarah Nagar,
Delhi

foDinaar ftaaociaticn(SBcretary),
TbAT. 3h'ii"uk, KanRer Khara.
neex'ut Cantt, ,Review App''icants

Uerstia

Union of India
through its Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
Govern men t of India,
Ne u De 1 h i. ,, Re aponden ts

0 a n f R (BY rTRCUIftTIDN

(Hcn'bla Smt. Ukahad Suar,l-iathan. nember (3)
Applicants in OA 12B0/93 have filed Revise Applioatl«,

45/99 praying for allowing the R.A. and^re-call the i-pugned
order dated 4.12.98 and hear them and thereafter pass fi«ah
orders.W i- CJW * w • 1. Urt

{ -i-QH fhc? Grounds taken in cne2  ye have carefully considered the groui
r'.A. in ehiob they have submitted, inter-alia, that apart fro.
the fact that the .pplicanfa comaal eas absent Uren the case

1  A A'> i998. there are also certain
uas listed for hearinr gn 4.l2.iyyo»

in the order _ p. t-he errcicsDoihted
•  / i-,*^K -i notifies rev IB u a Qha or xne eiit perrors apparent/uiiich 3*^3

put in the RR is that the Trib^al had ^ tha ia^i^nad order
noted that no rejoinder had bean filed phereas they have
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submitted that the applicants had filad rejoinder uhich is

available in the paper book. They have alleged that the- Triomar

has anitted to consider the rejoinder fi^ed by the applicants and
relying on the order of the Supre tre Court dated 10.7.97 in SLP(c)
Nos 11448-49/97, they have submitted that review is the only course.
3^ are unable to agree with the above content ions because

what has been stated in paragraph 3 of the impugned order is that

the re spm dents have submitted that the reply filed by them should
also be taken as the reply to the amended Oh in Uiich it was noted

that " applicants had not filed any rejoinder thereto, "(emphasis 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 for the respondents. From this it is, therefore, clear that

the pleadings in the OA have been fully considered, inc'uiing

the rejoinder filed by the applicants and in the circumstances of

the case, the contention of the applicants that have uircng''y

assumed that no rejoinder has been filed at all is incorrect. As

u3 have considered the pleadings and the impugned order a reasoned

order based on the documents on record^and^the settled principle

of law in such mettars^ HJO 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 anow the Review

Aoolication. Ub have also considered the other grounds taken in

the RA and do not f ind^ suff icient to re-cali the impugnejj order.

In the facts and circumstances of the case, we do not also consider

the absence of the applicant's counsal on 4.12.98 as a suffient ground
*

for al'ouing the R.A.,as documents on record have been considered.

Besides, the applicant No, 2 is the Diploma Eng ineers Association
■<h

uhich has been r epresented through^ Secretary and one of the Ftembers

... 3/...
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of that Association could haua been present iJien the case was
listed for hearing on 4.12. 1998 to submit the correct facts
uhich they have failed to do..

In the above circumstances, ue find no merit in the

Ravifiu Application. The sama is accordingly dismissed.

( N. Sahu)
Hember (A)

( Smt.Lakshmi Suaminathan)
l*le mber (3)
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