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New Delhi this the

CENTRAL ADI"IINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

H-4. No. 2o5/2oj4
in

CIA r^60r/2003

06 th day of August, 2oo4

l^\

Hon'ble Shri Shanker Raju, |.lember (J)
Hon'ble Shri $.A-$ingh, I'lember (A)

Abhay Raj $harma,
$/o Late Mr-RichipaI
R,/O V&PO Kenganheri,
Neur Delhi*l^L007l

Review Applicant

VERSUS

Un ion of India througlr
Secretary, I4inistry of
Defence, $outh BIock,,
tJl{Q P0, New Delhi*l^Lo0l-1"

The Jt-.Secretary (Trs,)
and CAO, l'lin.istry of Def ence,
'Eo Block, New DeIhi*11-Ool^1.

3 f he Dy - CAO (Personnel ) , l'lin istry of
Defenceo 'E'BIock, New Delhi*l^l-

Respon <1en ts

ORDER(Bycirculation)

Hcln'ble Shri S-A-Singh, t{ember (A)

Applicant has filed this Review Application (RA

2O5/2OA4) on the basis of discovery of neh, material

r^rhich according to him, is su f f icient f or seeking a

review of the Tr ibunal 's order dated i^2. $.2OO4 in 0/\

No - l-60l^/2005 " The review appl icant has also placerJ

ft]'r record the decision of the Apex Cou rt in

S-B-Patwardhan Vs- $tate of Haharashtra (l-997) (5(l)

SCC 599) and alsn the jr.rdgements of the Division Bench

of this Tribunal i.n Arbind Kumar and Anr- Vs- UOI &

Ors. arrd ll0 Gunaware Vs - UOI and Ors - Rev iew

applicant claims that the above shoul<j have been

brought to the notice of the Tribunal at the tirne of
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he:aring, but couId nnt be done due to non-diligence by

his learned counsel and these are binding precedents-

l^le claims that these should be taken into account and

the order of the Tribunal may be quashed.

2 Review is on ly al lotaled when there is an error

apparent on the face of the record or discovery of net^l

and important materials or evidence after the exercise

of due diligence, were not within his knowledge ftr

could not be pro<luced by him at the time t^rhen the

decree wa$ passed or order made- In the present case,

the appl icant is trytng to place cln record material

which could have been produced by him at the time of

f inal hearing and as such this cannot come tlithin the

scope of discoverv r:f new material - There is no error

apparent on the face of the record- f:urther, the RA

does not come wi bhin the ambit of Order" 4l'" Rule I o

CF:C read rarith Rule 22 (5)(f )(i) of the Administrative

Tribunals Act-

3 " In view of the above, nothing further

survives in the Review Application, t^rhich itl

accorcjingly dismissed in circuLation.
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SW
( s-A-si )

i{ember (A)
( Shanl<er Raju )

i{ember (J )
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