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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TR IBUNAL <ja>—

FRINCIFAL BENCH, DELHI.

M.P. No. 2291/1900 in O.A. 848/1986 and
R.A. 127/90 in C.A. 848/1936.

DATE CF DECISION:Tan*~¢v315133‘

{

Shri Vishan Sarup - V/s. . Union of India

C-DER  (dicteted by Hon'ble Mr. F.C. Jain, Member (A).

M.P. 2291/1990 and R.A. 127/90 have been filed

in O.4. 848/1986 titled Shri Vishan Sarup Vs. Union of
India. The said O.A. was disposed of by order dated
February 22, 1990. The petftioner herein wes the
aoplicant in O.A. 848/1986., M.P. 2291/1990 is an
appiication féf éondohation of délay in,filing the

feview Application under Section 22(3) of the Administrativ
Tribunals Act, 1985 read with rules 17 and 24 of the
C.A.T. (P) Rules, on the grourd that the period of thirty
dayé be counted from the date of the receipt of the

crder by the petitioner. M.P. for condonstion of delay

in filing thelﬁ;A. is allowed. |

2.‘ " The pe{itioner has pfeférred the R.4. seeking
review of the aforesaid order dated Februsary 22 1990
mainly on the gruund that letter dated 30.4.85 issued

by the offxce of Chief Enginser Delh; Zone, Delhi Gantt.
-.which found reference in the judgment dated 22.2.1990,

was pleced by the learned counsel for respordents when
.couqsel for the epplicant was not in court, end as such,
the applicent.in the O.A. had no opportunity to oppose

the filing of the ssid document. After going through

the maln file, we find thet in their countermaffidévit,
the lesrned counsel fér the respondents had clearly

me ntioned that "The selection was cancelled on account

of the fact £hat the proceedings of the board of officers
based on which the selection was made by respondent, had
been cancelled by Chief Engineer Delhi Zone Delhi Cantt-l0
vide letter N0{15247/102/EIB(S), dated 30 Apr 85 (attached -

at Annexure-I). As such the guestion of verif ication of
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Character Verification Rolls does not arise.® As j !
copy of this order wes not available on the court file,

the learned counsel for the respondents placed s ‘copy

~thereof at the time of aerguments. In any case, the
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judgment does not suffer ffom an error apparent on the
face of.the record, nor the R.A., is based on discovery of
any new material or evidence which was not within the
knowledge of the party or could not be produced by him

at the time the judgment was mede. The R.A. does not
contein any of the provisiocns of Order KLVII, Rule 1 of the
Coce of Civil Procedure, on the basis of which the judgment
could be reviewed. There being no other sufficient reason,
the K,A, merits rejection.and the same is hereby rejacted

by circulation.
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