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/ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD
Allahabad this, the ] day nf&'ﬂup‘lggh
COARAN: Hon'ble Mr.S.Dag Gupta, A.M,
ble Mr Verma, J.M F
Ao ifeu Fh‘lm"ﬂ‘ﬁ‘ﬁ'—!"sz of 1995 1_
( on behalf of Unxan of India & others) :
IN f
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ORIGI NAL APPLICATION NO, 1363 of 1992 i
:
Smt, Kamla Devi, widow of late Bansh Raj %
¢ Sharma, Ex.T.T.E., N.Rly, Allahabad, R/o %
Care of Sri Srinatn Sharma, Lakshmi N
. . Talkies Campus, Katra, Allahabad. I 2
--::-.-Appucant/ i Ir
C/As Respondents et
3 : .'
Versus _-Fy
1. Union of India, through the G.M., o
Northern Railgyay, Baroda House, _‘-j"‘:n
New Delhi, :;'r:
2. D.R.M., N.Rly, Allahabad. . _"
b _'l
3. Sr. D.C.S., N.Rly, Allahabad o &
4 DeCuSe., N.Rly, Allahabad. |
o
9:" | ......Rupmdcnta[ P
oS, - C/R: Sri A.K.Gaur, Advocats. Applicants oL 1‘,.'-,'
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authority andthe 2prellate order, conf irmed the penalty
inmposad.

5 Tha respondants had not filed any counter
sffidavit In the aforesaid original application. Sri
S.F.A Meovi, Standing counsel for the RailwayShad

acceptad the motice on behalf of the respondents -and

2lso Filad Vakalatnama. However, despite ‘a number

of cpportunities having been afforded to the raspondants,
no counter 3ffidavil was filed and after warning the
respondent catsle might be taken up for exparte '

hearing unlass the counter aff idavit was filed within

the specifisd period, case was taken up for hearing
sxparte 3gainst the respondents on their failure to

comply with the orders for filing C.A, Relying on

the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme 'Court in case of _
C.S.BRzyjze wversus State of Andhra Pradesh A I R 1964 |
3.C.692, the Tribunzl considered the matter in the

light of ths unrebutted averments in the O,A, and
held that both the order of paenalty and the appellate
order were liable to be -~uashed,.

4, The judgment sought to be reviewed was pronounced =
on 24-8-%5, The application for review has been filed =
only on 1-12-95, The application is, therefore, barred ¥ -U

by limitation. The application for condonation of
delzy has been filed intimating the circumstances in
which there has been delay in filing the review
zpplicztion, The explanation given for the delay is
wholly unsatisfactory. The ground taken for review -
sre that the judgement and order dated 24-8-% suffers Y
from manifest error of law and jurisdiction and a:_l N &
on the ground gt 2 clisnt should not suffer due to :_TI.:I
faﬂ.t of his counsel and in this case although the
a2wise comments were given to the counsel for
spondents, the counter aﬁidnit could not m
ﬂﬁ' tﬂ the counsel’s f&l.llf-
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6. It is clear from the grounds taken in the
review application that these relate to alleged

error of law and jurisdiction on the part of the
Tribunal and also allegg%iault on thepart of the
respondent's counsel inﬁﬂiling the counter aff idavit,
There is no pleading that the order dated 24-8-95
suffers from any error apparent on the face of recorg
Also, no new facts have been brought out which would
warrant review of the order already passed.

70 The review application therefore lacks merit
and in any case it is also barred by limitation,
The application is dismissed accordingly.
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