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BEfORE THE CENT RAL ADMINI STRATIVE TRI BUNA L 

ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD 

R.P.No,19/9B in OA.N0.646/94 

·.'be±: !d th is the fZih day of /t:i w,t 1998 

CO RA M: Hon'ble Shri D.S.Bawej a , Membor (A) 

Union of India • • • Applicant 

v;s. 
' 

Bishwanath Pr asad Tiwari • • • Res pondent 

Tribun al' s Order by Circul ation 

This Revie w Application has been fil ed bythe 
respond ent s 
~eeking revie w of t he order dat ed 24 .10.1997 in 

OA .NO. 646/94, 

2, The certif i ed copy of the order dat ed 

24 .10.1 997 has been i ssued t o the r espondents on 

7,11.1 997 o The Re view Application h as been f iled 

on 29 , 5.1998 and be yond t he period of one month as 

l ai d down in Centr al Admi nis tr ative Tribunal 

(Procedu r e) Rules , 1987, The r espondent s have fil ed 

Mi s c. Appli cat i on pr ay ing f or condoning the del ay i n 

filin g of the r evi ew application. The de lay in filing 

r eview may be cons ider ed f or condonation in terms of 

t he judgementof full 

1994 ( 27) ATC 304 if 

Bench in the case of Nandl a l Ni c hane vs , 
i s made out UOI 

s ufficient c ause~ On going through 

the r easons adv anced in the Mis c. Ap plication f or condoni ng 

the del ay, I am of the opinion that thes e r easons do not 

const i t ute s uff icie nt cause , The del a y has bee n c aused 
t he in th eir own s wes t way 

due to time t aken by Ladm i ni strationL!n dec id ing whether 

to fil e a r e vi ew applicat ion or not, In view of this , 
. 

I am of t he opi n i on th at the application i s be l at ed and 

t herefo r e no t maintai~ab l a . c;) 
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On merits, I have carefully examined the 

contentions raised seeking the review of the order 

dated 24.10.1997. As held by the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court in several judgements, the power of review 

iS exercised if there is any error apparent on the 

fact of the record or on discovery of new and 

important matter or evidence which was not within 

th~ knowledge of the person seeking the review or 

could not be produced at the time when the order 

was passed. Keeping these parameters in view, I 

do not find that the present review application 

satisfies any of these parameters. There is no 

error on the fact of the record. No new fact has 

been brought which was not in the knowledge of the 

respondents. The main ground taken in the review 

application is that no application for withdrawing 
pr ictin al opt ion 

the option had been sent along with theLap p~ication 

when the record was transferred by Respondent No. 4. 

In view of this, the respondents contend that Respondent 

No. 4 had no material before him to file a counter 

affidavit stating that the applicant had withdrawn 

his option given earlier. On going through the order 

dated 24.10.1997, it is noted that firstly it is not a 

new fact which was not in the knowledge of the r espondents. 

Secondly, the r espondents have taken this plea in their 

writt en r eply as stated in Para 3 of the order and 

subsequently this aspect has been discussed in Para 7 

of the order • 
be 

notLaccepted 

on r ecord to 

This contention of the respondents could 
other 

as ther·e ware several documents andbtaterial 
b t contanfion 

cqrro or 9 e L 
L the . of withdrawal of the 

option as brought out in Par a 7 of the order. In view 
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of these observations, the points raised by the 

respondents in the review application do not have 

any force or substance and,therefo~e, the review 

application does not merit consideration • 

4. In the result of the above, the Review 

Application is dismiss ed with no or der s as to costs 

being barred by limitation and also devoid of merits. 

~~~ 
(O.S.BAWEJA 

, 

MEMBER (A 

• mrJ. 

• 


