BY CIEJJLATION

CENTRAL ADMINI STHRATIVE ThRIBUNAL, ALLA AB~A: BENCH,

ALLAHABA,
Dateds Allahabad this. 20 ...day of.M3zCh | 1996

L A

REVI EW APPLICATION NO. 114 OF 1995
IN

QIIGINA. APPLICATLON NO.1167 OF 1992

Hon'ble Mr T.L.Verma, Judicial Member
Hon'ble Ar S.Layal, Administrative Member

le Union of India through its Divisional
Railway Manager (P), Central Railway,
Jhansi

2. The chief Personnel Officer (Electrical)
Central Kailway, Bombay V.T. =hKespondents/
Avolicants

Ver sus

1. Abdul Hamid s/o Sri Kadir Bux

r/o 168, Railganj Kholi, No.9,
Jhansi

2. Sye d Ahmad r/o Reilway “wlony,
Listrict Banda

2. Sri Ram Swaroop Chudoo

All are working as Electricians Mistry / Semi
Supervisor under the Sr Div. Electrical
Engineer, Jhansi - Applicants O.Ps.

.

CouRisel e e,

O
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Hon'ble Mr S.Laval, Member = A.

This review application is filed in O.A.No 1167
cf 1972, The growrid on which the respondents in C.A.
No, 1167 have come to the Tribunal for review is tnat
vital document which they have submitted to their

U e annexing with the counter affidavit
Y davit —»



could not be attached by the counsel due to mistske.
It is claimed that if this circular dated 30.6.88 is
not taken into consideration , serious injustice to
Eespondents in that O.A. would be caused.

2. We do not find any validity in the claim
of the applicant that instent case is fit case for
review, merely because the learned counsel for the
respandents in C.A. No.1167 of 1992 did not attach

circular dated 30.6.88.

3 The electricians have been held to be mistries
in O.A. No.327 / 89 between Vishnu Narhar Gorha and
Livisional Railway Manager and another delivered on
1,.6,92 by Bombay Bench of the central Administrative
Tribunal, ZHMBESTIA iiss T &de NEOF_of F9FL  wiachr
AR BB S RS pop igigea.  Even if the circular

dated 30-6-88 which is sought to be brought to the
n

attention at this stage were to be taken into consideratio
the judgement would still have remained unal tered. The

applicant himself has mentioned in the Keview Petition

'_J-

that the filing of this Circular would not change the
factual or legal POSfEAﬂ]Of the case. But this circular
cannot be taken into consiuefation at this stage because
the court has become functus officio after delivering the
juduement and review on the ground mentioned is not

permissible.



4, In view of the above tiie review application

is found to lack merit and is dismnissed. Request
of the applicants in this review application for

hearing in open court is considered not necessary

and is, therefore, rejected.




