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1. Union of India through
The General Manager
Northern Railway
Baroda House

New Dellii.

2. The Chief Medical Officer

Northern RaiIway,
Baroda House

New Dellii.

3. The Divisional Railway Manager
Northern Railway
State Entry Road
New Delhi. ... Review Pe t i t i'juet'S

Vs.

Dr. Rajendra Prasad
Divisional Medical Officer
Northern Railway Divisional Hospital
De] hi M,i i n

• ••• Rev lev; Cesnond<nt

ORDER (By Circulat ic-n )

Hon'ble Shri R.K.Ahoo.ia. Member(A)

The petitioners (originally Respondents) seek a review

"f the Older of this Tribunal in OA No.959/92 delivered en

19.9.199/. The Review Petitioners submit tlial the order was

received on 13.10.1997 but due to the fact that the proposal

regarding filing of Review Applii;ation had to be routed thteueh

a number .f officers, the same could be filed on 17.12.1997. A

Jo

lan-ous Application fer condonation of delay h

oe, II filed to that effect.



J. Wg do not find the explanation given for dela;'. as

•Tci _ij at\ . On merits also we find tliere is no g'round made

on!" for a review. The Petitioners submit that the Trihunal

faiJed t.. properly appreciate certain instructions of the

Govornment: of India regarding the writing of Annual

Confidential Reports and tlie communication of )-emaidcs 'not fit

for proiiiot ioi;' as an adverse entry. it may be that the

Tribuna.! had come to a wrong conclusion on the basis of 'tP its

interpretation of tlie Rules. This is, however, a matter of the

conclusiun of the Tribunal^ not of an erro]- patent on the fact

of the record. The scope of the review jurisdiction is limited

and does not include a reexamination of fhe grounds which havo

Ijeen adduced by the parties in the original hi-aring. Tlris is

precisely what the petitioners^ want by way of a i-eviev hx

I'- Cvaniining the Rules whicli were considered, while the

(mpitgned order was hieing passed.

the above position, we consider that the

-A deser.es to be dismissed summarily both on account of delay

IS well as on merit. We order accordingly.

♦ M.A.No.3041/97:

/JJao/

The Pet it loners (Originally Respondents) have also filed

'''' ' extern ion of time for implementation of i,he

•Tudgoment. As noted that RA itself is time barred^
accordingly, MA for extension jii»-also rei'-cted.

AKSHMT SWAl

MEMBER(J)
'• ) ^ . LAKSHMT SW.AMI NATHAN" f


