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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI

R.A. 197/93 IN

O.A. No.
T.A. No.

1 686/92
1>9

Shri Svad Wohd. Farnnn

Shri P. L.flimroth

Versus

Union of India

CORAM

^he Hon'blcMr. J.P.SHARWA,
...1 S.GURUSANKARAN-

The Hon ble Mr. '

DATE OF DECISION 19 hp 109^

Felitioner

Advocate for the PctitioDcr(s)

Respondent

Advocate for the Respondcnt(s)

mai B£R (3)

MEMBER (A)

1. Whether Reporters oflocal papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?
3. Whether their Lordships ^ ish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

DUOCCnCNT
This judgement was delivered by Hon'ble Mr. |

3,P,Sharma, Member (3)

Original Application uas filed Shri Syed Mohd

Farooq on 1,7.1992 against the order of dismissal from

service from '.1 > February, 1977. This application uas

decided by one of us (Hon'ble Shri S.PLMukharjee, Vice-

Chairman and Hon'ble Shri 3,P.Sharma, Member (3)) by

order dated 16.A.1993 and dismissed as barred by delay
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and latches. Revieu application has been filed on the

ground that there is an error of lau on the face of the

judqement. Under this heading uhat is referred to in the

Revieu Application is that the applicant learnt about his

removal from service from Shri Hazi Plohd. Usman only on

13th Marchj 1991 • "'"hat cannot be said to be an error in

a detailed judgement, where the point of delay is discussed

in para 1 to 4, Grounds ii), iii) & iv) are only repetition

of the arguments earlier advances, while deciding the original

application. This argument cannot now re-open the case

afresh as the substance of the case has also been referred

to in the judgement.

sub-para (b) of ground (iv) cif the applicant referred

to certain new facts, which he/obtained while inspection the

record in the office of the Divisional Railway Manaqer,

Central Railway, Ghansi. This letter goes to show that it has

been delivered to the applicant on 2.2.1977 and there is

a presumption also of service in due course unless it is

proved otheiwise. Even that will not make the matter

covered by limitation. "''here is no error in the j udnrment.

The leoal issue has been fully discussed.

revieu of the judgement lies on the nround

laid down in order ^7 rule/C.O.C. No such rround has t-en

pre> s8d or evir ent from the averments in thr; heuiew Arnli-

cotion or rurin- the cour-e of hearinc. The Review ecrlic-ion
is, therefore, dismiasec after hearine.
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