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A 51 /2000 has beon filed by the applicant in DA
2729/93  praving for recall of the order dated 12.7.1999 He
has  praved that the applicant may be given an opportunity o
address aragumants on his behalf in susport of the applicaiion

(0.8 2729/93)
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2 s In the Review Application, one of the grounds
taken by the applicant is that he had engaged Shei & K.

Bharchwa j,  Advoocate,  to represent h He  has  statecd

that a= his name did not appear in the cause list  and  the
name of  Shri  Mahesh Srivastava had  appeared, Shri & K

Bhardwai, learned counsel, had not been heard.  He has  also

aubmitted that Shri Mahesh Srivastava was never his  counsel
and earlier he was represented by late Shri Umesh Misra.  In
the ‘Vakalatnama dated 1837 1994 which iz on record, b b
applicant  had appointed Shei Lmesh Misra ancl Co Sehsorates
ankl Mahesh Srivastava, Advocates, to appear and plead on his
behalt  in O.A_2729/932.  In the circumstances, the contention

of  bhe applicant  that  he had newver engaged  Shrio Mahesh

whose name had appeared in the cause list  is

untenab:le  as the VYakalatrnama shows obherwise .  Although  the

Vakalatnama of Shrei A K. Bhardwal, learnaed couns chated

£4 199 1= alsa on record, the applicant or hiz  counsel
rould  have also appeared and made their submissions 1T They

wantecd  to  when the case was listed for hearing and  finally

Aisposec of by oan order 1271999 This Rewview Applicatior

has  been Filed by velt another Advocate Shri Anis Suhrawmarchy .
S The Judgement and order dated 1271999 is  an
aral  speaking order agiving detalled reasons Foar bLhee scame

which has been aftter seeing the records and refercing

b bhe applicant = as well a3 the reply of  the

recpondents and hearing Shei ROL. D Fenaar ., learned oounsesl
The arounds  taken by the applicant that the submizsions  on

pehal f of the applicant could not be put  forwacd  whdch

Frecyl bed  in dismi ofF his Do an bEhe submissions of bhe

respondents alone is, therefore, untenable as the o de=r has

been  passed on the basis of the documents on record filed by

-

¥
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4 The applicant has tried to re-araue his case in
the Review Application which is not permissible having recard
too the aettled law under which alope in ocases where there 1o
any  error  apparent  on the face of the record ar any
aufficient reazson, the review application will lie Nec s h
ground  has  been shown by the review-applicant.  The rewview
application cannot be used as an appeal  in disguise  to
reacgitate the same matter. In the facts angd circumstances of
the caze, as there is o error apparent on the face of  the
record  aor  any sufficient: reason which falls  under  the
provisions of Order 47 Rule | DPC read with Section 22(3)0F)
of the Administrative Tribunals Aot 1985 we  ces NG
Justi Fication to allow the Review Application 51 /20@¢ and it
is accordingly liable to be rejected.

o Apart  from that, the applicant has also  Filed
M_oA L 352/2000  and  M.oAL353/2000 for concdonation of  delay an
filing the Review Application and prayer for exemplbion  from

filing a certified copy of the judgement and order  dated

127 1999 as he doss not have the same. Cerbilfied copy  of

the aforesaid Sudgement and order cated 1271999 has  beeen
jssuec by the Reqgistry to the parties on 22.7.199%, Lo the
applicant by post and  to the  respondents by hand on
TR.F 1D The PReview Spplication has  been  filled on

A A In the pM.A. for condonation of delay, bhe

applicant has Failed bto mention when he e rece ivec bhe oopw

af  the order datecd 12.7.1999. He has submitted that he had
not been informec by his previows counsel of Lhe passing of
the  Guodaemnent well  in advance ancd his wife was  also not
bkeeping  good health Mences, delay 10 Filing bthe RFewviesw

Spplication Tor which he has souaht condopation.
}%

- 29 The arolicant has pedther stated when  he has

This document is processed by PDF Replacer Free version. If you want to remove this text, please upgrade to PDF Replacer Pro.
https://PDFReplacer.co




el

This document is processed by PDF Replacer Free version. If you want to remove this text, please upgrade to PD acer Pro.
https://PDFReplaggt.coth €C&ivixct  the certified copy of the judgement and order dated

12.7.1999mr the period when he has al leagad that his wife was

not ke

Ay awwnct healt b In the circumstances . the

given  an  the M& cannot be held to be sufficient reason  to

concorne  the  delay  in Filing the Review Ao lication Tk

Rewview Application has been Filed after the prescrilec per iod
af  Ehivky  days under Rule 17 of the CAT (Procedure ) Rules
ToEy I the facts and circumstances, the reasons agiver in
M.AB52/2000 cannol  be comsidered as sufficient te  condone
» the delay and RA is, therafore, liable to be rejected on the

around af limitation also

£ a I the above circumstances, as  the oortified

copy of the judaement/order dated 12.7_ 1999 has been £iled by

the applicant hinself along with  the oA A L BRI H0mn

.

praving for exempbion From Fil ing the certified copyw of  the

Judagement  order is pot prelevant.  That M4 iz also liakble

to b redectect.

i

A [ the reszult, for the reasons given abowve . R4

'\y D1 2006 M B2 70000 anc MM ANBI2DHA are rejecbed.
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