s

Rl

)

»

N\

U H LN
e (] * -] [}

@
IN THE CENTRAL AQMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL, FRINC IFAL BENCH
RA 434/93 IN DA 855/19€8
NEW BELHI, this i¥® day of December, 1993

Hon'ble Shri C.J. Roy, Member(J) -
Hoen'ble Shri B.K. Singh, Memb er ( A)

Shri Prakash

Shri Bahadur Singh Rauat

Shri Ham Kumar

Shri Jagbir Singh -

Shri Jagdish Kumar

"all working as DSKF, Nerthern Railuay

New Delbhi e Applicants

By Shri P.L. Mimroth, advocate

Versus

‘Union of India, through

1. General Manager, Northern Rly
Baroda House, New Belhi

2. Controller of Stores, Northern Rly

Barodz House, New Delhi
!

3. Dy. Eontroller of Stores .
Northern Rly, Shakurbasti,belhi oo Respondents

By Shri B.N. Moolri, Advocate

6 RDER {by circulation)

This revieu applicatiﬁn is filed by Shri Jagbir
Singh, one of the applicants in 0A 855/88, which was
dismisged as withdraun with liberty to approach the
Tribunal when the fresh case of action arises, on 1.10.93.
The applicant's contention for filing this review is that

the MP 26868/90 filed by him was not listed alenguith 0A

‘855/88 for 1.10.93, becguse of which the Tribunal has committed

. o
an €T roT inasmuch as thet it failed to tzks into consideration

of that MP.
2, /Dn verifying the reccrds, we find that the MP in gusstion
already stood disposed of as back as 10.12.199, with the
direct ion that the applicant, Shri Jagoir Singh, shall
continue in the post of DSKP=II till further orders. It

haé alsc been endorged by Shri J.C.5inghzl, learned couﬁsel
for the appliCaﬂEeéguthe docket order dagted 16.9.93 that

"It is not proposeu to-pursus the agpplication in view of the

Respondents office order No.152 dated 18.10.88 as alsc the
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averments made in para 4 of the MP of 1990 filed by the
Respondent. I may be allowed to withdraw it and give
permission toc come to the court again in case the mlief

already granted on 18.10.88 is subseguently is withdrazuwn®.

3. The applicant has nct come with any fresh point

in the review application, except that the MPp 2888/90

filed by him was not listed fcr 1.10.93, whereas the same

stood disposed of on 10.142.90 as stated supra.

4. In the circumstances, we feel that the applicant

.has not mate ocut 3 Case fer revieswing the judgement dated

1.10.1993.- The RA is, therefore, dismissed. No costs.
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