
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH

RA No.243/97

MA 2432/97 &MA 2433/97

in O.A. 868/92

New Delhi this the l^th day of November, 1997.

^*ble ant.Iakshmi Swaminathan, MentoerfJ)
Hon ble airi N.Salm,Menber(A)

Shri Kishan Chand
S/0 Sh.Kundan Ram,
working as Senior Clerk,
Diesel Shed, N.R.Shakurbasti,
R/0 2340,Mohalla Kalian Kabarwali
Gali, Sonepat.

VS

Union of India

..Applicant

..Respondent

ORDER (By circulation)

Hon'ble ant.Takshmi Swainiiiathan,llendber(J)

The review appllcante this ease are original respondents(UOI)
OA 868/92. They have prayed that the Review Application may be

allowed and the OA may be alresh In the Interest ol ynstlee. Ibey
have sutaltted that there Is an error apparent on the lace of the
record. One of the grounds taken by them Is that In spite of due diligence
the facts mentioned in para 6 of the Review application could not
be brought to the notice of the Tribunal, being old records & which
have now been traced out and could have material bearing on the decision
of the case.

2- The impugned judgment dated 13.5.97 In OA 868/92 Is an oral
order passed after hearing both the parties and perusing the records.
l»h are unable to agree with tte Review Applicants that they could not
bring the relevant records which they now seek to rely ^,on at the
time Of the hearing of the OA and before delivering of the impugned
order dated 13.5.97. This Review application has been filed on 7.10.97



9along with an MA 2432/97 for condonation of delay. In the MA it has
been stated that they have examined the impugned order. They have
also perused the relevant old records dealing with the selection for
the post of lypist in 1975 and subsequent years. Since this took some
time, this Review application has been delayed for which they have
prayed to condone the delay.

3. rt Is evident from the above that the respondents are seeking
to rely upon the old records and not on the discovei7 of any new and
uiportant material as provided, under Order 47 Rule 1 CFC which they
oould not bring at the time when the OA was heard and the Impugned
judgment was passed. We.therefore.'̂ fotYWa?ta^v^ew%llc3nts
(Original respondents) is within the purview of Order 47 Rule 1 CFC
or there are sufficient reasons to condone the delay in filing the
same. Review applicants could have obviously traced and produced th=
~ records if they had wanted to at the ti« when the case was hea.

ch they did not care to do.

4. For the reasons given above, we find no good grounds to allow
this Review application. The same is accordingly dismissed.

(H.sahu) rvTr
MeniberfAl (tint.LaksJimi Srominathan)^ ^ Meniber(J)


