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B-M-L- Bhardulai,
-t 3/2, Gobin'J frark,
DeIhi.""l1OO51,.

'*Applicant

*'Versus*

Union of India through the
D:irector General (Works) &

Ex-0ff icio SecretarY,
Central PubIic Works DePartment,
New OeI hi*]-lOOtl^ - *Respnnden't

p- *B -4" -E -B - [EY- -".AJB-qU!=A r. Lo-N-L

9HBI-9HANKEB*BAJU. -UEUBEE*(J) :

Thepr.esentR-A.isfiledbythereviewapplicant

seeking review of our order dated 13-11"2005 passed irr oA

Na.2L2O/2OO3- t^,e have peruse<J the order <Jated 13'11'2003

and do not find any error apparent orr the face of thei

r.ecord or cliscovery of neh, material which was not

availablewiththoreviewapplicant'despitedu<:

c1:[ Iigence, at the time of f inal hear tng'

2,'Revi.ewapplicanthasalsofiledHA*12o8l2oo4

for condonation of <Jelay in filing the RA- We have

perused the grounds taken in the MA ancl do not f ind any

:sr.rf f icierr.t ground to condone the rjelay. MA is, therefore,

rej ectecl -

'3- l-lowever', in the irrterest of justice, w€ have

also peruse<.l the R-A- arrd f ouncl that by way of this R"A-L



a

,

the review appricant """0 re-arsue the case, which is
not permissible. The pregent'R.A- is not maintainable as

per provisions of Section 22 (3) (f) of the Administrative
Tr'ibunals Act, Lg8s reacl with order 47, Rule (t) of cpc

and arso i.n vievu of the ratio laid dowrr by the Hon'ble

Ape>< Cou rt i n K*..__AilL_tsabu_&_eLberg"_u,__U,Llen-_ql_ln{La-.rL

Q.Llre.re", JT 1997 (7) SC 24 as weII as Lll-n_Ihertrag_u-*_Unlqtr

O.t"-_lndfa" (2OOO) 6 $CC 224- If the review appticant is
not satisf ied wi tl'r tl-re orders passed the remedy r i.es

f elsewhere. The R-A- is accordingly dismissed, in
circulation-
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