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{CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

R.A.N0.303/97
M.A.No.3032/97
M.AN0.3041/97 in
0.4.8%0.959/92

Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member(J)
Hon’ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member(A)

NVew Delhi, this the [//f,' day of March, 1998

1. tnion of India through
The General Manager
Northern Railway
Baroda House
New Delhi.
z The Chief Medical Officer
Northern Railway,
Baroda House
New Delli,
3. The Divisional Railway Manager

Northern Raijlwa)
State Entry Road
New Delhi. v Review Petitioners

Vs,

Dr. Rajendra Prasad

Divisional Medical Officer

Northern Railway Divisional Hospital

Delhi Main

Delhi, +++ Review Fespondent

ORDER (By Circulation)

Hon’ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member(A)

The petitioners {originally Respondents) seek a  roviow

of the ovder of this Tribunal in 0A No.839/92  delivered on
19,9.1997, The Review Pelitioners submit thaf the order was=

received  on 13.10.1957 but due to the faet that the proposal

o

regarding Tiling of Review Application had to be routed threuch

a mumber of officers, the same could be £iled on 17.12.1857. 34
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tancous  Appiication  for condonation of delav  has a1s0

Been filed to that effect,
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' o, we do not find the explanaticn given for dela; as
; satizfatory, On  merits also we find there is no grouud made
out for a  review. The Petitioners submit that the Tribunal
: failed to properly appreciate certain instructions of the
Gevernment of India regarding the writing of Annual
Confidential  Reports and the communication »f remarks ‘not fit
for promoticon” as  an  adverse entry., [t may be that the
Tribunal thad come to a wrong conclusion on the basis of of itz
interpretation of the Rules. This is, however, a matter of the
conclusion  of the Tribuna{)not of an error patent on the face
— ol the record.  The scope of the review Jurisdiction ie limited

and does  not include a reevamination of !he grounds which have

[0

been adduced by the parties in the original heaving., This
precisely  what  the petitioners, want by way of a revies b
re-examining the Rules which were  considered,  while the

impugned order was being passed.
3. Ia view of the above position, we consider that the
Aoneserses to be dismissed snmmarily both on account of delay

a5 well as on merit.,  We order accordingly,

- M.A.No.3041/97:

The Petiticners (Originally Respondents) lave

an MA for extention of time for impiementation of the

Tudgement., As  noted that RA itself is time barrvd)
\

Qccordingly, MA for estension gﬁsfalso rejected,
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{R.K.AHOOTA) » (SMT. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN) ™

MEMBRER (A4 MEMBER(.T)
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