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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE T^lBUNrtL

principal BENCH: NEJ DEuHIi

R.A ,NO,139/95 in

0, A 2030/94 with

r'uA.No.16fi6-l607/95

Nau Oelhij, this tha 5th day of 3ulys1995

Hon'ble Shri 3,P. Sharma, Mentoerp)

Hon*b.le 3hri B.K, Singh, Member (A)

VI

3hri JsL# Oa in,
s/o Lhri Sunde^r Lai Oain^
FHttCAu, (Since' re td . uhile
.awaiting Posting at Delhi)

SC-5, Basant LanSg,
Nau Oslhi, . ., Applicant

Vs. ^

Union of India through

1, Secretary to the
Ministry of Rally ays, -
Rail Bhausn,Railway Board,
New Delhi,

2. Shri K,L# Dya,
Dy, Secra tar y (E ) II,
Railway Board, New Delhi, Sespandencs

0 R g E R

Hon^Ble Shri 3»P# Sharma, Member(3)

The original application No,2030/94 filed by the

petitioner wa.8 dismissed on 15,2,95 as tha counsel

for applicant Shri 3»K, Bali has withdrawn ths

applioction with liberty "to assail the grisvance,'

if it suryivas, after tha disposal of the appeal

preferred by tha applicant against tha order of

punishment dated 13,10.94, There has been some

de^ay in filing uhis, Rauision Application and

further reasons stated in the M.A, the delay is
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CGndoned and R,A. is considarBd on merr&s.

The Review application against the judgement

can only be entertained if there is error apparent on

the face of the judgement or any specific piece

of evidence whic^ '̂iJue diligence uas not uitbin the
knowledge of ths petitioner and he want© that the

same be considered on hearing the Revieu -application

and if that calls for raviau of the judgement, that

maybe raviauad, The Hevieui application can also

be entertained on some analogous grounds referred

to ©bove* The applicsnt in the 0,A, has ass llsd the

n®no, of chargesheet and subsequently also the

order of punishment passed by the disciplinary

authority on 13,10,94. He has also preferred an

appeal. It was therefore held that the application

is premature and the learned counsel for the

applicant has also withdrawn the application.

In the grounds of review, the lasrnsd counsel

far applicant has mantionad car tain authorities

stating that non-complianco of those authorities

amount to an error apparent on the fees of the

judgament. Houev authorities referred to

by the petitioner in the grounds of review are

totally rot acplicable to the case of the applicant

because the specific issue considered in ths

judgement is that an appeal has already been
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' filed against the order of punishment and the same is

yet under consideration of the ftppsllata authority,

simultaneously proceedings cannot be drawn by the

applicant one for judicial reuieu of tha impugned

order of disciplinary authority and the other by way

of assailing an appeal before tha Mdmin^str-j-uiw'e

Appellate authority. The applicanc's cownsal at tha

time of hearing also conceded this fact, ihart

no error apparent on tha face of tne judgement.

The Review Application is therefore d:
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