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.. Applicant 
(Ms. Bhawna Massay, Advocate for Dr. Ashwani Bhardwaj, Advocate) 
 

Versus 
 
1. Union of India through  
 Ministry of Urban Development 
 Through its Secretary 
 Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi – 11 
 
2. Director General (Works) 
 CPWD, Nirman Bhawan 
 New Delhi – 11 
 
3. Superintending Engineer (E) 
 PWD Electric Circle-1 
 MSO Building, IP Estate 
 New Delhi -2 

..Respondents 
(Mrs. Sangita Rai, Advocate) 

 
O R D E R (ORAL) 

 
 

Through the medium of this R.A., filed under Section 22 (3) (f) of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant has sought review of this 

Tribunal’s order dated 28.04.2017 passed in O.A. No.321/2015. The 

Tribunal, vide the order under review, had dismissed the said O.A. on the 

ground that the condonation Application (M.A. No.1549/2017) was 

dismissed as the delay involved in filing the O.A. was not satisfactorily 

explained. 
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2. The review applicant has mentioned certain grounds in support of the 

prayer for review, which are basically the grounds raised in O.A. 321/2015, 

which was dismissed on the ground of limitation. The review applicant has 

not brought out any palpable error on the face of the record of order dated 

28.04.2017. 

 
3. Heard Ms. Bhawna Massay, learned proxy counsel for review 

applicant and Mrs. Sangita Rai, learned counsel for respondents. 

 
4. Learned proxy counsel for review applicant attempted to argue the 

case on merits, whereas the O.A. had been dismissed on the ground of 

limitation. She failed to bring out any apparent error on the face of the 

record of the order dated 28.04.2017. It is settled law that sine qua non for 

review is existence of any apparent error on the face of record, which is not 

there in the order under review. 

 
5. Hence, I do not find any merit in the R.A. The same is accordingly 

dismissed. No order as to costs. 

 

 

 
( K.N. Shrivastava ) 

Member (A) 
July 31, 2017 
/sunil/ 


