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This the r& day of Jc;nuaj Hc"7

HON'BLE SHRI S.R, ADIGE, MEMBER(A)
HON'BLE DR, A.VEDAVALLI, MEMBER(J).

Shri Subhash Kumar Kav

S/0 Sh. Sushil Ranjan Kar

n/o C.,R. Park,

m:?égéioaa'i L RN NN AWIk.“

{By Advocate Shwi B.S .Mainee)

Versus

Undon of India: Thwough

1. The Secretawry

Minist~y of Railways
b Rail Brlawan
New De 1hi,

2. The General Manajer
Novth Eastewn Railway
Gorakhpur.

3. The Dijvisional Railway Manajer
Noyth Eastesn Railway

Izatnagae cessss. REspondents
(By Advocate Shri B.K.Aggarwal)
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2. The veview applicent's main contention

is that an error spparant on the face of the
record has been ccnmi:ttaa in impugnecd judgement
dated 10.1.96 in 0A-1774/93 Shri S.K. Kar Vs.

Secy.sMinistry of Rallways inasmuch ae the 0A

4 a5 $h 4
was not hit by limitation em cause of action

/

A
arose consequent to Railway Boardbletter dstea

This document is processed by PDF Repﬁaet BucB Forsion. If you want to remove this text, please upgrade to PDF Replacer Pro.

{ A https://PDFReplacer.com

|
i

& o Bty b _____._._MMI



2o q/fb

This document i s‘pfocessed by PDF Replacer Free version. If you want to remove this, fjc.xt tplease %giag%togﬁl)w:l r Pro
L] L]

https://PDFReplacer.com

3. Railuay Boards ter
relates to re-sngagement of Mobile Booking Clerk's

who were engaged prior to 17.11.86 and vere dig-
engaged consequent to giscontinuahce of scheme as
a result of Railway Board's letter dated 17,11.86

or any earlier :l.ﬂatﬂgtlﬂn!('phnlia.‘!llppl:l!d).
The respondents in paras 3,3 and 3.4 of their reply

to the O0A had contendea that the applicant had not
breught anything “r;mrd to show that he had been
disengaged cnnaequcnt to discontinuation of the
scheme angfavamd\t u::;j;\oticad by the Triounal in
para=6 of its impugned judgement, to which no
specific rubuﬂ:a‘! was made in applicant's rejoinder.
Under the circumstances Railw-y Board's letter
dated 31.3.92 does not =spply to the applicant and
given him no cause of action to bring his case
within the perioas of limitation under section 21
A.T. Act.

4. In the result mam'{z;ﬁy’ there is no
error apparant on the face of the record in the
impugned judgment to bring it within the scope and
ambit of Sec.22(3)(F)A.T. Act read with order 47
Rule 1 C.P .C.

The R.,A, 18 rejected.
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