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Central Administrative Tribunal

< Principal Bench
New Delhi

ReA s Nao, 353/94
IN
ON s Ne, 2324/93

Naw Delhi, this tha 2nd March, 1995,

HON'BLE SHRI J,P. SHARMA, MEMBER (3J)
HON'BLE SHRI P,T, THIRUVENGADAM ,MEMBER(A)

Beg Raj Singh
village Sikhera,
PeOo Dhgkauli,
Tehsil Bagpat '
Distt. Hoorut’(U.Pc) Revisuw Applicant

(Shri Gyan Singh, ARdvacates)

Versus

Unien of India, threugh:

1. Garrisen Enginesr, Tejpur
PLe Dekar Gaen E almara),
Distt, Senitpur (Assam),
2, Enginesr-in-Chief,
E-In-C's Branch,
Army Head @uarters (AHQ)
Kashmir Hause ’ DHQ.P.O.
New Delhi- 110 011, Respencents,

(By Shri PeHeRamchanduni, Mdvecate)
ORODER

HON'BLE SHRI J.P. SHARMA MEMBER (1)

The applicant has filed this Review Applicatien
ggainst the erder passed in O.A. Ne, 2324 e¢ 1993 en 159th

August, 1994, By that erdsr, it was held that the applica-

tien is Mot maintainable in the Principal Bench with
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befere the cempetent forum subject te law of limitatien,
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Py The facts have already been discussed in the judgement but in
shert ars that the applicant was dismissed frem service by
Garrisen Enginser, Tejpur en 3rd May, 1975, The applicant
challenged that erder befere a Civil Ceurt, Mesrut by filing
suit Ne, 356/79 and that suit wasdecreed exparte by the
erder dated 18th Nevember, 1982 and the erder of terminatisn

was declared as illegal and in effective, Rgainst this erder,

the Union ef India filed an appeal bearing Ng.462 of 19¢4
befers the District Ceurt, Meerut, The applicant has shoun
his residencs in village Sikhera, P.J, Dhakauli, Tehsil Bagp t

District Meerut, He has net ebtained any permissisn undser

sactien 25 of the A.T. Act, 1985 fer rotent ian of the case

befere the Principal Bench,

2, In the Review Applicatien alse the applicant has shewn

the same residencs as in the Original Applicatien, The greunds
taken for reviewing the judgement are that the resview applicaent
has discevered new and impertant matter evidence and that is
enclesed with the Review Applicatisn as Annexure R-I, That
erder was passasd on 4th Feb,,1994 by CeJ.1.C,, Mesrut dismissing
the applicatien for cendenatien ef delay in filing the appeal
againat the exparte dscree ef suit Ne, 356/79,

3, We have seen Annexure-R=1, the judgement of the C,J.1.C,,
Meerut, but this judgement is witheut jurisdictien in asmuch :=s
the miscellansous appeal 462/84 remainsed psnding with the

District Caurt on 1,11,1985 and sheuld have b2en transferred
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« matter the civil Judje cannet decide the appeal which has te
be decided by the Tribunal as said absvee Thus the dispesal

of the appeal dess net give any fresh greund for reviewing the

Judgement,

) made
4, As regards the ground Na. (c), the averments by the
applicant in para Neo, 4,18 ef the Original Applicatisn are
enly averments which are net substantiated by any facte This
greund also dees not maks aut a cass fer reviewing the Judgement

and still the matter has besn left epen to be decided by the

compatent ceurt ef territerial jurisdiction, The eother grounds

-

taken by the revieu applicant are enly argumentzt ive in

nature, Even the law referred te in thsse greunds nNave net bDe2n

|

pressead at ths time of argument by the lezrned coun-el for the
revieuw applicant, A review lies snly if an errer is apparant
on tha face of the recerd but there is ne errer on the face of
the recerd as the applicant has shown his residence in Distt,
mesrut (UP) beth as a revisw applicant as well as an Uriginal
Applicant and hence, this application ceuld not be entertainad
in the Principal Bench., Inspite eof su€ficient discussian &t the
time of hearing en the review applicatien, ne stsps have been
taken by the laarned counsel for the review applicant for
retention of the Original Applicatien in the brincipal Bench,
5, The Judgement under review was passed gn the basis of
averments made in the lppiication as ne reply was filed by

the respondents and enly Shri P.HeRamchandani appeered as a
counsel for the respendents and eppesed the zpplicatien witheut
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L shew about the final settlement arrived at b etween the parties
but in view ef the fact that ne details were coming from the
side of the reSpondentﬁ, the matter was left open.

6. There is ne greund te review the Juydgement, therefore, the
Review Applicatien is dismissed as devoid of merit leaving the
parties to bear their own cestse
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oT .THIRUVENGADAM ( 3+P. SH:RWA
3 MEMBER(A) : MEMBER (3)
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