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IN THE CENTRAL ADM IN I3TR AT I\/E TRIBUNAL A ^
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEU DELHI. '

RA. 11 0/94 IN 0^,797/88.

Keu Delhi, dated this the 5th of September, 1994,

Phri C,3, Roy? Hon. MBmber(3)

Shri P.T, Thiruwengadam, Hon» Meniber(A)

Shri Gurbachan Singh S auhney,
S/o Late Shri Kartar Singh Sa^hney,
B/36, Khyala 33 Colony,
Neu) Delhi 110 018. ...Applicant

Applicant in person,

ysrsus

Union of India through

1e Socretary,
Ministry of Defsncs,
Siouth Block, Neu Delhi 110 011.

2, Engineer-in-Chief,
Army Headquarters,
Kashmir '^ousa.
New Delhi 1 10 Gil .

3. Chief Engineer,
Northern Command >
C/o 56 APO,

4^ Chief Enginser,
Udhempur Zone,
Post Office GARHI
UdhafTipur (3&K),

5, Conmander,
HQ 135 Uorks Enginears,
C/o 56 APO, ...Rsspondents

ORDER (Oral) IN R,A.

(By 5hri C,3, Roy)

Heard the applicant. This is a reuieu filed

by the applicant against the order of the same Bench

in 0A,797/B8, which was disposed of on 7,2,94, on the

ground that this Tribunal has no juriddictian to entertain

this cass, besides, this case being barred by limitation,

2, The applicant nou filsd this reuieu raising the

main points as if he is urging the fnain case again on merits,

uhich are not to be considered by us nou,
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3, HoyeusTj for the saV:8 of the applicant who is

appearing in parson, u3 explainfthe Rule 47(1) of the
,-~'.'^the

Civil Procedure Code,as to uhen / reuieu is maintainable,

(i) The reuiBij is maintainable only uhen any material

which Could not be procured even by due diligence st the

time uihQn the case uas argued and subsequently the material

is obtained uhich has a bearing on the case;

(ii)Uhffin there is a mistake apparent on the fact of

the rDcord;

(iii)lf t her - is any sufficient reason,

4, None of the conditions are present in this reuieu

application,

5, Since the applicant is arguing his cass in person,

us have heard him patiently again and he is labouring under

the impression that having filed a mGmorial to the Prssident

of India in 1976 and not got any reply, it is not his fault

but the fault is on the part of the departmBnt, Houeverp

it is not the ground for us to intarfsre. The jurisdiction

and limitation has been defin^jd and j^odified in S3ction°21

of the Adtninistrative Tribunal's Act, 19B5, Thereforaj, ue

are very reluctant to resort to revieu in this case,

6, The reuieu is dismissed uith no order as 1d costs.
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(P,T, THIR'JVENGADAPI) (C.J'Z ROY)
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