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) IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD 

Allahabad this, the / day of4~1,199o 
COARAM: Hon 1 ble Mr.S,Oa Gupta, AoM• 

Hon'ble Mr. T.Lst Verma, J~PI, 
Atli1 E"trA"PllLI cATION N o.32 of 199 ~ 

( on behalf of Union of India & others) 
IN 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 13b3 of 1Y92 

Smt. Kamla Devi, uidow of late Banah Raj 
Sharma, Ex.T.T.E., N.Rly, Allahabad, R/o 
Care of Sri Srinatn Sharma, Lakshmi 
Talk~es Campus, Katra, Allahabad. 

C/Ac 

Versus 

• •••••• A~plicant/ 
Respondents 

1. Union of India, through the G.M., 
Northern Railway, Baroda House, 
New Oelhio 

2o D.R.M., N.Rly, Allahabad. 

3. Sr. o.c.s., N.Rly, Allahabad 

4. o.c.s., N.Rly, Allahabad. 

C/R! Sri A.K.Gaur, Advocate. 

0 R 0 E R 

( Hon 1 bla ~r. S.Oas Gwpta, A.M. ) 

• ••••• Respondents/ 
Applican~a 

Tnis applicat1on has been f1lad seeking review 
and recall of the order dated 24-8-9b by wh1ch the 
or1ginal application No.1363/92 was allowed \J.th 
certa1n directions. 

2. The aforesaid original appl1cat1on was filed 
Do-

by the widow of~Ra1lway E•ployaa, who waa re•oved 
fro• aarvice and~baaquantly aat with~al acCLdent. 
tna ~dow had challenged the order or the disciplinary 

• 

• 



-
.. 

-
l 

.. - - -
.... .. ~ _ .: ..... 
~"'- --- · 

lilw... 
order.t conf inned the penalty 

~. 7-i: =-~s:: d not filed any counter 
~~~:::..:: ~ i.': ~"' ~ -t'= 'S~ id origina l application. Sri 
~.: .. ~· .~~::'!'":. S"'".....:. "i q c unsel for the Railwa~had 

~ - .:-=7"": ~~ -~ ~ ~~ il: .... ~eha lf of the respondents and 

: :._~ =.: .=-i ·t3 t~ _ :: tf:'t~ ' . However , despite ·a number 

: ::::-;.:J::1t iti?s =~~ir~ been afforded to the r e spondents, 
-= ~ ~~:id~'L"i"t "a s filed and after warning the 

>.J>o. I 

:=Es:=--.ci=~ c~ sa ~"'~ be taken up for exparte 
~~ ::...~ - ::s~ ~'\..a cot:nter affidavit was filed with in 

~~-. : ~-=-=:! .:._~ :-a:-~:f, case was t aken up for hearing 

= ':".==t;:_ =~~ ~-:: :;~ tO:! ::-es:>o r'ldents on their failure to 
=~=:.- ~th - ~-2 :»:-C&-s for filing C.A. Relying on 

--~ ~:c:.S!..:~ .:>= · e ~..o., ' b l e Supreme ' Court in case of 

:.:.~~:=? 7arsJs ~~te of Andhr a Pradesh A I R 1964 
~ .c.~;L, fr.a 7riz!.!:l.a: con sider ed the matter in the 

_:.:;r-:~ o: -:.:-.~ unri:!b _-ttec averments in the O.A. a nd 

~=:.:: .,.-.:a-t ::Ct:"t - h e order of p~na lty and the appellate 

~:rd::-:- ~.,..~ _ii: ':le to be --uashed. 

~. 1":-.e : ~~ant SO'.lght to be reviewed was pronounced 

z.r. 2L a- ;5. The an-v l ication for review has been filed 
~ .:v 9 ~ _-.:2- 95 . The app lication is, therefore, barred 

~! :!.i~!::.~"tian. - llte acolication for condonation of 

-: -:.:~7 ::as !:::::n f ila:i itrtimat ing the c ire umstanc e s in 

~i.e the~ hes IY:!~Hi delay in filing the review 

::..-=-:.C~~ic"l . The explanation given for the delay is 

~ell:' u~.sa-tisf~ctcrv . The ground taken for review 
~r~ t~at the ju:igeoent end order dated 24-8-95 suffers 

frrtr. r-a~if ?st error of lay, and jurisdiction and also 

?n t~.e ground li!/ ~ client sho uld not suffer due to 

f~J.t ?£ h is couns~l and in t h is case a !though the 

p~ri!,is-~ cmxrnents wert:! aiven to the counsel for -
r~svon:Jents , the count~ ~ffidavit could not be filed 

:tt:U: to th~ counsel's faul:t. 

~. It is sqttled law that the judgement and order 
~ lready passCJd ca'l be reviewed only if it suffers from 

;,ny error apparent on the face of records or if certain 

new fact~ are brought out warranting review of t he 
earlier order provided such facts could not be brought 

" out earlier despite due diltgence, or for any other 
.ana logo us rea son. 
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6. It is clear from the grounds taken in the 

review application that these relate to alleged 
error of l aw and jurisdiction on the part of the 
Tribunal and also a lleged fault on thepart of t he 
respondent's counsel inJfiing t he counter affidavit. 
Th ere is no plead ing that the order dated 24-8-95 
suffers from any error apparent on the fa ce of recor~. 

Also, no new facts have been brought out which vJOuld 
warrant r eview of t he order already passed. 

7. The r eview application therefore l acks merit 
and in any case it is a lso barred by limitation. 
The ar pl ication is d ismissed accordingly • 
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