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DATE OF DECISION 9. 1953

come- AL i Horam & Ors, o Petitioner R
Advocate for the Petitioner(s)

Versus
Union of India Respondent

Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM
‘N The Hon’ble Mr. I.K. Rasgotra, Member ()

The Hon’ble Mr. 3.9, Sharma, Member (Judl, )

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?
Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
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JUDGEMENT

(By Hon'ble Mr, J,P,: Sharma, Memher)

The review applicants have sought the roviey

of the judgement in DA-1591A92 decided on Jyne 11, 1993

That 0. A, was disposed of as oremature with liberty to
the aoalicaqts to agitate the matter even on ths qrounds
takan in the app}ication if they are still ajqrieved by
the final order passed in the department al proceedings,
2 In fact, in the original application, the appli-

cants have challenned the memo, of charge-sheets ser vad
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upon them as well as the show-cause notice against the
snouiry reports submitted by the Enquiry Officer in

the common disciplinary oroceedings, Since the enguiry

in that case was complete, aftar hearing the learned
counsel for the parties, the 0.A, was disposed of as

said above, |

3. The ground taken in t he revieu aooiication is that
the case cited by the respondents of Varinder Kumar decided
by the Principal Sench on 13,5,1953, has totally different
facts from the case of the applicants, However, the fact
remains that enquiry prOCeeaings in the casa of the

aoplicants and that of Varinder Kumar, stood compl eted

shest, So, that cannot be a grecund for review of the
judgement,

4, The applicant has not made out any case on any
of the grounds mentioned in Order 47, Rule 1 C,P,C,,
i.e.s an error apparent on the face of the record s;
availability of new information/documents which were
not available at the time of hearing/judgement in spite

of the diligent efforts on the part of the applicant, or
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any mattsr analogous to the above. There is no
error apparent on the face of the judgement, The

-
Qeview Anplication, therefore, is di smissad A ‘V"""’(”"’("M
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(J:v]P. She(aggwa) ) (I.E.At%as?o)ra)
Member Memher
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