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CENTRAL ADRINISTEATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENGH, DELHI.

R.A. 27/89 in O.A. 1989/88.
' ‘ 'DATED: 31st March, 1989,

Shri Kehar Singh cees Applicant.
V/s.

Union of India oo dld Respondents

ORDER!

This is a Review Application against the

judgméﬁt dated 23.12.1988 passed by me in OLA.'1989/1988.

The Review Applicstion has been preferred by one of the

respondents (Réspondenﬁ No.8 in the OriginalwApplication)

‘and states inter-alia that if the impugned order is not

revised, there would be substantial miscarriage of justice

"because the wide regercussion and the evil consequence
that would likely to {loﬁ from‘thekﬂnpugned order had not
‘been anticipéted, contemplated or taken cognisance of.®
There are certain other grocunds mentioned in the Review
Application which had not been urgéd by the respondents
when the O.A., was heard, - A few other grounds mentioned in
the Review Application are mére repetition of the
contentions already argued on behalf of the fespondents.
2, Section 22 (3)(f) of the Administrative‘
Tribunals Act, 1985 lays down that the Tribunal shall

“have, for the purposes of discharging its functions

under this ‘Act, the same powers as are vested in a civil
court under the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 (5 of-1908),
while trying a suit, in respect of reviewing its decision.
Order XLVII, Hule 1 of fhe Code of Civil Procedure, 1908
permits review only'inlCaseé where it is based on the
discovery of néw énd important matter or evidence which,

after the exercise of due diligence, was not within the

_knowledge of the Review Applicant or could not be produced .

by him at the time when the order sodght to be reviewed

was a ' - ’ .
passed or on account of some mistake OT error apparepnt
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~on the:face of the record, or for any other sufficient

reason,

3. ; ‘I the present Eeview Application, no new
and importapt matter or evidence has been placed on
record_which the respondgnts were not aware of at the
time when the Original Application was heard; nor ié
there any mistake or error apparent on the face of the

record. There is no other sufficient reason which would

'warrant a review of the judgment dated 23.12,1988. The

present Feview Application is misconceived; it is not

maintainable and is accordingly dismissed.
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(KAUSHAL KUMAR)
MEMBER )
31.3.1989,



