|
CE'\ITBAL ADMIND ST%ATLVI: TRI BUNAL, PRI NCI PAL BENCH I
i NEW DVELHI , |

R.A145/94 in CCP .Ll/93 in
O, As NO, 582 of 1990 _ 1

New Delhi, this the /7% day of May, 1994.

HON'BLE MR J’UaTlC"’ VoS5.MALIMATH, CHAIRMAN,
HON'BLE MR BoN.DHQNIIYAL, MEMBER( A)

Khiyali S/0 Shri Jum?‘oo
last working as Khalas:., in the _ ' |
O/0 Pi. 1., Tuglakabad Northern
Railway, New Delhi arpd resident
of Jhugi No,57, Neela Gumbad, ;
NizZ amu din, New De],hi. ee o0 oo ’e Applicanti”

v
R} General Manager,

Northern Railway, _
Baroda House, New Delhi. es oo oe oo Respordentss

kY

—_—

OR D E R( by Circuls tlon )

B, NDHQUINDI YAL , MEMBER(.A)

This Review Apollcatlon has been filed for
review of judgment datnd 2.4,'1993, delivered in
CCP No, 11/93 in O/A/Noi'682/90, The main grourd

|

taken is that the apblicant was never asked to

:2:3 : ' produce the certlflCéll'te given by the Safdarjung Hospital,
| nor any documentary ev1dence Was produced, to show

that Appellate Medical Board was cons tityuted ard nor

- any copy of Medical R!eport of the Appellate Board Was

produced before the Jurt. it has ‘also been averred

that this Tribunal relied on verbal submissions made

by the learned counsel for the respondents on the

ground that " there 1s no good reason not“

’

to accept ity

. | |
2, In the judgmnent dated 2,4, 1993, it has been

noted that"when the m?tter came on the last Occasion,

the petitioner having been Present before the Tribunal jit

g had directeqd the authOI‘l'tl'eS to take him from the

Tribunal premises i tself

| and get him medically examined,,

That was done and the medlcal report has been

Placed for our consme’ra“cwn. The report is dateq 5.4




and shows that the petitioner was examined and his
vision was found not| coming coming upto the stardard
for C=1 category.'n If the applicant had not beeri
examined by the Medicfal Board, the learned counsel
for the petitioner haLd ample opportunity to bring it
to the notice of the ETribunal, during the final‘ |
hearing ‘of the CCP, 'T he only plea réised' by him.

was that there was a lc:lelay in re-instatement.

3¢ 'In view of ab‘ove, no error apparent on the
face of the 'judgme,nt as been brought out and the.
[ ' ’ .

review application is|hereby dismissedy
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(- B.N.Dhoundiyal ) |- - ( V.sMalimath )
. MEMBER( A) | CHATRMAN




