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| R.A. 344/92 in 0.A.88/92 Wb MEs
, JDate of decision_____
Surinder Kumar and another .. Review applicants
Vs
Union of Indis =< others .. Respondents
Mr B .S Mainee .. Counsel for opplic ant
mr AL Dhawan .. Counsel for respondents
G o -
Hon'ble Mr.S.P.Mukerji, vice chairman
and ’
Hon'ble Mr. J.P. Shirma, Member (J)
QRDER -
(Hon'ble Mr.S.P.Mukerji, ¥C)
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In this Review #pplicstion, the Aeview /oplicunts
have not pointed out any €Iror amparent on the face of
record but havgconte&nded that on the basis of certain
factual infomation, which they could not advance at
A the time of filing of the Original Aoplicstion and

discovery of a judgment of the Tribunel, which vould
have helped them, the judgment dated 18 .9.92 to which
ore of us (SP Mukerji) was a party in 0.A.88/92 should
be recaslled.

2. Relying upon the clarific:tory orders of
the Rallway Board dated 3.2.85 and 15.3.91 as also

the judgment of the Principal Bench of the Tribunal
dated 26.8.51 in 0.A.724/9), this Tribunal in the
judgment dated 18.5.52 came to the conclusion that

a casual labour even with temoorary status though entitled

to allotment of Railwsy quarters in his tum is not
by Py .
i‘v" eligible to get out of turn sllotment of the Aailway
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quarters, which had been allotted to . regular
employea of whom the casual employeeS &re wards on
the retirment or death of the regqular sailway employee.
The Review Applicants' case is that in a number of

cases of casual employees with termporery status the
out of turn allotment. in violation of the Railway

Board's instructions smd cl:rificz=tions have been
given, The judgment of the Tribunal dated 20.5.92
# O.A. 542/92 has also been invoked for reviewof

the judgment dsted 18.9.92,

3. We are not pursusded to review the aforesaid
judgment, The mere fact that certain violations of
Railway Bo:rd's €)larificatory instguctions have been
magde does not entitle the Review Applicants to claim

Similar violations in their fawour. In any case that
canot be a ground for review., Further, the judgment
of the Tribunal dated 20.5.92 in O A,542/92 has not
discussed or dealt with the Railway Board's order
dated 15.3.91 in whdch casual employees with temporery
ststus have not been made entitled to the benefits of
out of turn allotment of Railway quarters. That judge

ment therefore, cannot be s ground for review of the

order dated 18.9.92,

4, In the abowve light, we see no force in the

Review foplicastish, which is re jected,
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