Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench: New Delhi: \&A

Rebe 117/94 &
M.R,B893/94 in
0.4,2071/88

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

Hon'ble Shri J.P. Sharma, Membar (J)

Hon'ble Shri S.R, Adige, Membaer(A)

Hari Dutt Sharma,
s/o late Shri Hari Lal bharma,

.Goods Supservisor,
Railway Station Hanumangarh (Raj) . se+ Applicant

By Advocate: Shri G,D, Bhandari

Vs,

1, Union of India through
General Manager, .
Northern Railway,
Baroda Houss,

New Delhi.

2. Area Railway Manager,
Northern Railway(Meter Gauga),
@uqon Road,Delhi.

3. Divisional Rzilvay Managaer,
Northern Railway, Bikansr., _ e.. Respaondents

By Advocatss: Shri R.L,., Dhawan

ORDER_ (ORAL)

Hon'ble Shri JePe Sharma, Membar (J)

Ws have heard Shri R,L, Dhauan for Unian

of lnaia,'Raviau applicant. The Ravieu épélicané in
this case sought review of the.judéement passed in O.A,
ND.2071/88 dated 4,2,84 whereby pointing out an error
on the face of the judgement uh@reby the age of the
applicant has been taken to be'as 56 yaérs from ths
verification clause and therefo;n in that light the
punishment imposed upon the applicant in SF-11 fgr
imposiﬁién of minor:penalty considersed to be a major

penalty which uas likely to affect his retirement

benafits, It is now pointed out that the ags sf the
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applicant is 54 ysars and he would have completed

3 y2ars much before his retirement because the punish-
ment order wvas withholding of increment for s pariod of

threa years withaut cumulstive effect which would have

exhausted itsz1f on 31.12,90,

2, Shri G,D, Bhand<ari, counsel for the criginal

did not file any reply to the Review applicatinn but
verbally opposed the maintainability of this Review

application an the ground of limitation pointing aut

- that there is anly a period of one month from the datas

of the order When the aggrievad party can file the

Review application, In the prasant case, the judgement

was delivered on 4,2.94 and the Review application has

been filed on 24,3,94, Thg office has reporied that
the date of receipt of the copy of the judgement by
‘the respondents is 17.2.94 and thus, the applicatian
should have been filed by 17th or 18th of the next
month, Houwever, this R,A, has besn filed on 24,3,94,
There is delay oonnly a veek in filing this Review
applicatian; The Revieuw applicant has also filed a
misc. application for condoning the delay causad in
filing in this Review application. The original
applicant has also not filed any reply to the afore-
said M.A, for cordoninp the delay in Review appli-
cation as well as rebutting the affidavit of

Shri G,L, Kataria,Divisional Pérsannel 0fficer,
Bikanar ﬁivision, Narthern Railway, In visw of this,
Wg condone this delay and hgld that this Revisu

application is maintainable,
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3. ‘We have haard the Revieu épplicant as Well

as the original applicants' counsel and fird that
there is an error apparent on the face of the judge -
ment and this fact is not disputed by the cuuhsel of
the original applicant., 1In vieu 5f this, the judgement
passed by us on 4.2,94 has to be revieusd and the

Case has to ba heard agzin on merit. The Revieu
application is therefore allcved as said above and

tha judgement delivered on 4.2.94 is not to be treated
as judgement accoerding to law as it covsrad cnly the

po int of age of the applicant and is under subiject

of review., The judgement in the 0.A, shall bg given
after the origiral applicant as well as the respondents
are heard and at that time the judgement under revigu
shall be substituted by a fresh judgemsnt, as the case
may be. The Review application is disposed of
accordingly, The case be listed for re-héaring cn

15.2,1955,

,, \/V.'/}a{uﬁ/; - .
(S eR« AL/IGE) - (J.P. SHARMA)
Member (A) ‘ Membar {J)
‘rk!
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