v

THEI CENTRAL ADMIGL3TRATLIVE TRIBUNAL,PRINCLPAL Bii.CH
' NEW UBLHAI

R.A.134/91 in ' Decided " SZ
! Decided : .48.9
0A-2424,/13990 Zgg;fi__g_q
@L‘{@\,\JLQ—LC €en

Sh.Inder Bir .. Apnlicant

Ve r sus
UniOl’l Of Inriia 5. OrS ° o Resjonderlts .
Coram : Hon'ble Mr.Ram Pal Sinc sh, Vice Chairman

Hon'ble Miss Usha Savara,Administrative Member

UDHA SAVARA, AM

This Review Petition has been filed against the
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er dataed 25.4.,1951 in OA,.2424/1990, in which it was
helC that Sh.Inder Bir eontinued to be the allottee of
quarter Ko,.214-F till 8.10.1988, and therefore, he was

legally responsible for the house rent/electridal charges

upto this period inspite of the fact that Sh.Rej Pal Singh

was in physical possession of the guarter.

2 The Review Petition has been filed seeking production
of a Circular of the Railway Board which provides that
pendl rent can be recovered from un-authorised occupant.
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The scope of @2 review hds been confined to the provision

<
of order 47 Rules 1 of CPC, The review i1s sought in this ~
case on the ground of discovery of new and important matter
or evidence, which could not be within the knowledge of the

petitioner or could not be produced by him earlier despite

exercdise of due diligence. It has been held in the case
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of Sh.A 5. Chéﬁhary & Others Vs Union of India & Otherg ™ ™"

deciced on 13.7.1990, A, T.R. 1990 (2) CAT 321 that if review is

sought on this ground it is also to be established that

new evidence is not only relevant, but-is also of such a
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claracter that i€ it th been in the original procecdings,

it might possibly have altered the view.

3. After going through the facts of the case, we

are of the view that the UIOQUCtLOH oI the Ciicular, in no

£
way. alters the view taken by us in the original C.A.
In view of thils, the order does not call for review and

the Review Petition is dismissed.
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