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BY CILwLATJON

CENThAL k- UNI $]=<.,...\11VE U'.I BUNAL, ALLA AB. .J..: B El\JCH,

ALLAHABrL
J.j ated: Allahabad thi s ••2.0.iJ1•.•• day of. i'l1a.~~r~•• 1996

R EVI EwV APPLI CATION NO. 1.14 Or: 1995

IN

OHGINA. A}lPLICAT.!.OI'~ NO. 1167 OF 19<72

Hon! bl e Mr T.L. Verma, .Jnd.ici a1 I'.1ember
Hon'ble l\lr S.:_ayal, Arm i rti s tr a td ve fJ1Effiber

1. Union of India through its :';ivisional
Railway Manager (P), Central Railway,
Jhdnsi

2. The Chief Pexsonnel Of f i csr (Electrical)

Central hail way, Bombay V. T. -Eespondentsl
Ar-<-,li can t 5

Versus ,
.~

1. Abdul Hamid slo Sri Kadi r Bux

rlo 168, Railganj Kholi, No.9,
Jhansi

2. S.,e d Ahmad rlo Railway -o Io ny,
~.i str i ct Banda

2. Sri ~am Swaroop Chudoo

All are V\,() rk i ng a s Clect r i ci an s I'lli s tr y I Seini
Sup sr visor undor the Sr c.iv. Electrical
Engineer, .Jhen si Applicants O.Ps.

Co u n sel •••••• 0

Hon' bl e Mr S.:.. ayal. :.1ember - /1.

This review application is filed in O.A.I\:oJl67

qrf 1972. The gro'_'r1d on which the r esponderrt s in O.A.

1\0. 1167 have come to th e Tribunal for r evi e'N is t r.at

vital documsn t which they have submitted to their

coun sel for annexing . h
WJ.. t the counter affidavi t -2
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could not be attached by the counsel due to mistake.

It is claimed that ir this c.i r cul ar dated 30.6.88 is

not tak en into consi dorat io n , ser-i.o u s irtj u sti ce to

F.esiJonden-i.:s in that C.l •• ':.01110 be caused.

2. We do not find any validi ty in the claim

of the appl Lcan t that In st e rrt case is fit case for

review, m<?rely because the learned counsel for the

respondents in O.A. lb.1.167 of 1992 did not attach

circular dated 30.6.88.

3. The electricians have been held to be mi s tr i es

in 0./\. No.327 / 89 between Vishnu Narhar Gorha and

Livisional Railway :'.1anageT and another delivered on
.~

1..).6.92 by Bombay B<?nchof the omtral Administrative

da ted 30-6-88 ''Vhich is sought to be brought to the
n

attention at this stage were to be tak0n into .consideratio

the j udg emen t v.ould still have r srn a.ined una l teredo The

a ppl.L cant him::.elf has mentioned in the hevi GIN Petition

that the filing of this Circular woul d not change the

f a ctu al or Leq al, ~o~tion of the case. But this circular

cannot be taken into con si.e e.rs ta on at thi 5 stage becau se

the court has become functus officio after del Lv er i r.q the

j ud~ement and review on the ground mentioned is not

psr rni ssibl e.
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4. In vi eWof the abov 0 t. e revi ew appli ca tion

is found to lack meri t and is di sni, ssed . Request

of the app.li can ts in thi s r evi ew ar Li, cat i on for

hearing in open court is considered not necessary

and is, ther efor e, rej ected 0
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