
Central Adminis trat iv/e Tribunal
Principal Benchj Nau Delhi;

R.A, 117/94 &

n.A,893/94 in

0 .A.2071/88

Neu Delhi, this the 9th day of January,1995

Hon'bia Shri D.P# Shartna, M0mbar(3)

Hon'ble Shri S.R, Adigs, nembarXA)

Hari Dutt Sharma,
s/o late Shri Hari Lai Sharma,
Goods Suparuisorj
Railway Station Hanumangarh (Ra j) ,,

By Advocates Shri G.Q, Bhandari

Vs,

1. Union of India through
General Manager,
Northern Railuay,
Baroda Housa,
iMbu Delhi,

2. Area Railuay Manager,
Morthern Railuiay (Meter Gauga),
Ru^an Road,Delhi.

Applicant

3, Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern Railway, Bikanar.

By Advacats; Shri R.L. Dhauan

•, . Respondents

ORDER (ORAL')

Hon'bls Shri 3«Pe Sharma, MetTt)ar(3)

^8 have hsard Shri R.L. Dhauan for Union

of India, Raviau applicant. The Ravieu applicant in

this case sought revieu of the. judgement passed in Q.A,

NO.2071/88 dated 4,2,04 whereby pointing out an error

on the face of the judgement whereby the age of ths

applicant has been taken to be as 55 years from tha

verification clause and therefor® in that light the

punishment imposed upon the applicant in 3F-11 for

imposition of minor penalty considered to be a major

penalty which Was likely to affect his retirement

banafits. It is now pointed out that ths age jf the
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applicsnb is 54- yaars and ho uould.have complstad

3 years much before his retirerent becausa the punish

ment ordsr uas withholding of incremsnt for a psriod of

thraa years vj it h;3ut cumulative effect uhich uould haue

exhausted itsalf on 31.12,90,

Shri G,Dg Bhand-jarij counsel for the original

did not file any raply to the Review application but

verbally opposed the maintainability of this Rsvisw

application on thB ground of limitation pointing out

that thsre is only a psriod of one month from the data

of tha ordsr when the aggrievad party can fils th®

Review application. In the prasant case, ths judgement

was delivered on 4.2.94 and tha Rsvieu application has

been filed on 24,3.94, The office has rsported that

the date of recaipt of the copy of the judgemsnt by

ths respondsnts is 17.2.94 and thus, the application

should have been filed by 17th or 18th of the nsxt

months However, this R.A. has been filed on 24,3.94,

There is delay of only a week in filing this Review

application. The Review applicant has also filed a

misc. application for condoning the dslay caussd in

filing in this Review application. Th® original

applicant .has also not filed any reply to the afore

said ri.A. for condoning the delay in Review appli

cation as Well as rebutting the aff^idavit of

Shri G.L, Kataria ,Div isional Personnel Officer,

Bikanar Division, Northern Railway, In viaw of this,

w© condone this delay and hold that this Rswiey

application is maintainable,
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3. have heard the RBVieu applicant as ^ell

as the original applicants' counsel and find that

there is an error apparant on the. face of the judga-

ment and this fact is not disputed by ths counsal of

the original applicant. In uieu jf this , the judgement

passsd by us on 4,2,94 has to be rsvieued and the

case has to ba hgard again on merit „ The Reuieu

application is therefore allcved as said above and

the judqament delivsred on 4.2,94 is not to be treated

as judgement according to lau as it ccvBrsd only ths

point of aga of the applicant and is under subject

of revisu, Ths judgemsnt in ths O.A, shall be giusn

after ths original applicant as well as tho respondents

are hsard and at that time the judgement under revisu

shall be substitut©d by a fresh judgement, as the casss

may bst, The Ravieu application is disposed of

accordingly. The case ba listed for re-haaring on

15',2,19S5»

,'b.R. aq/ige:)
flember (A)
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(D,P, SHARnA)
Msmbsr (3 )


