
IN THE CENTRAL ADI^lNiSTRATlUE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH i Ntul DELHI

R.A.No.b* of 1D94

in

O.A. No.lyy2/92

/3_th Day of i_j, 1994.

Hon'ble Shri 0. K. 5ingh,ilemberVAj

Dr K. S. Purl
S/o Shri G. S. Purl
13-1/129, ChaOaKyapuri
NEuJ DELHI

Applicant

By Advocate

Us.

1. Union of India through
Director of Estates
wirnian Bhauan

NcJ DuLHi

2. Estate Officer
Directorate of .Estate
Airman Bhauan
NEui DELHI

By Aovocace

••• Respondents

ORDER

Hon'ble Shri B. K« Singh,Member CA)

I have gone through the R.A* filed against

Judgement dated IBth November,1993 Dr K. 3* Puri

as applicant and Union of India through Director

of Estates, New Delhi and Estate Officer,

Directorate of Estate, ,Neu Delhi as respondents.^

2. To succeed, a Review Applicant has to show

that the application falls within the four

corners of order 4/ Rule^t/raad with dection 114

of C.P»C» The Triounal does not have any inherent

power Of review, a Review Application lies only
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^ uhen tneiB is aiscovsry of aneu and important matter
or avidanoa uhioh inspita of oue oiiiganca could not

de proaucea at the time of hearing of the O.A. or

there must be,some mistake or error apparent on

the face of the record or there must de other

sufficient cause and reason warranting a rev/iew of

the appiication.

3. 1 hav/e gone through the R.A. ana haue founo that

the R.A. has not brought out any euidenca or fact

which could not be produced by the iearneo counsel

for the applicant at the time of hearing. It was

also an ex-parte hearing anu the learned counsel

for the applicant had full opportunity to argue his

case. It is also a fact that A.D.J. as an Appellate

Authority, nad considered the matter of cancellation

of allotment oe/ond nis jurisoiction. Allotment and

its Cancellation fallt within the domian of the

executive. The learned A.o.J. had also cited the

appropriate rulings of the Hon'ble pelhi High Court

to suo.stantiate his conlusions that there is no merit

in the appeal filed by the applicant. In the present

8 .A* no error or mistake factual or legal has been

pointed out nor is there any other reason for reviewing

the Judgement passed in C*A.No. 1^^9:^/92. Urder 47 Rule
I

4(1) lays down that if there is no sufficient ground

for review, the application shall be rejected.
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Rev/ieu Petition is not for fresh heanny of arguments

but it is only meant for correction of patent error

or fact of law which stares une on; the face of the

record uithout any elaborate argument being

needed to establish it. The plea not taKen in U.A*

cannot be raised in R.A.* This R.M. does not fall

uithrn the four corners of order 47 Ruiej^l/ read

uith Section 114 of C.P.C. and accordingly it is

rejected.
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