
IN the CEM^AL .WINT^r^ATIVE T^ IBUMALflUNSIPAJL  BEn:h f

RA.54/96
in

OA-1774/P3

day ofThis the

H0N»BIE ADIOE, MEMBETt<A)
H0N*B1£ OR. A.\^QAVALLI, MEMBER(j).

Sh-ri Subhash Kumar Kar
S/o Sh. Sushil Raojan Kar
R/oC,R. Park,
Near Kali Bari
New Delhi.
^y Advocate Shri B.^«Mainee)

Versus

Union of India: Through
1. The Secretary

Ninisti-y of Railways
Rail Bhawan
New Delhi.

2. The Genet>al Manage^
NoT<th Easta^'n Railway
Gorakhpur•

3. The Divisional Railway Manager
Nor^h Eastern Railway
Izatnagar

(By Advocate Shri B.K.Aggarwal}

Q39gL

Appitoant

Respondents

Iri > 1?naber CA ).

1, Heard,

2. The review appljpaht's main contention

Is that an error apparent on the face of the
»

record has been committed in impugned judgement

dated 10.1.96 in Oa-1774/93 Shri S.K. Kar Vs.

Secy.tRinistry of Railways inasmuch as the OA

was not hit by limitation^am Mvmfe cause  of action
arose consequent to Railway Board^letter dated

31. 3.92.
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 3. Railway Boardsletter datad 31.3.92

ralataa  to ra~sngagewi9nt of floblla Booking Clark's
uHo  wera angagsd prior to 17.11.8   5 and wars di#"

   angaged toconsequent discontinuflfttp of sehaie as
a result of Railway Board's letter datad 17.11.86

 Or any earlier instructions(#>p1^8*^8i8uppliad)•
The  raapondants in pera^ 3.3 and 3.4 of their reply
to the OA had contended that the applicant had not

brought anything record to show that   ha had bean

disengaged  consequent to diecontinustion of the
fgts '*• alf

achose and/^a veim     t wasj^noticed by the Triounal in
p8ra-6 of its    impugned judgdsent^to which no

 specific rajjutta/b uaa made   in applicant's rejoinder.
Under the circuiistances Railway Boa rd*t letter

dated 31.3.92 does not apply to the applicant wd

given him no cause of action to bring his case

within the period of limitation under section 21

A.T. Act.

4. In the result there is no

error apparant on the face of the record in the

 impugned judgment^to bring it within   the scope and
oRbit of Sec.22(   3) A. T. Act read with order 47

Rule 1 C.P •C.

5. The  R. A. ta^ rejected.

t

 ( DR.A. VCOA VALLI)
H(3)

/f\^lcUcfL
(s.R. a6iu6

n(A)
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