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THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH ALLAHABAD
-
Review Application No.1475/1993
in
Original AppliLation No.803/1993
Union of India and others .., «es Applicants
Vs
S M Shukla ses \ ess Respondent
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HON'BLE MR MAHARAJUIN, MEMBER(J)
HON'BLE MEMBER V K SETH,MEMBER( A

( by Hon'blejm Maharajdin, Member-Judicial)

The instant revisw aspplication has been preferred
by the respondents Union of India and others under Rule 17(1II)
Central Administrative Triburjial (Procedure) Rules 1987 seesking
revisw of the judgment dated 21-05-93 in Original Application

No.803 of 19893,

i
Shri S M Shukla gpplicant in Original Application
gpplicstion
No.803/1993 moved/under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunal

Act 1985 seeking the relief to issue direction to the respondents
to release the promotion of the a pplicant in the higher grade
as a Conducter and arrears of pay during the suspension period

and payment of bonus etc also ordered to be paid,

The applicant was appainted as T,T.E, in Central Rly
Jhansi, He was involved in a D,A.R, case, In the original
application he has stated that he was exonsrated in the D,A.R.

case and produced Annexure A-5 dated 05-01-93 to this effect
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in the review petition, It is said that the applicant 8 M Shukla

managed to obtain Annexure A-6 which is a fictitious and fraudulent

O | T

document. In the review petition it is said that on the basis
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of D,A.R. proceedings drawn against the spplicant he was removed
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from servica vide order dated 24-05-93, The ordsr
directing the respondents to dispose of the representation
of the applicant was pa?sed on 21-05-93, as such the

removal ordeg dated Zé—bS—QS as stated in the review
petition was not in existence and this was a subsequent
development after the p‘rocaedings drawn in the Original
Application, The oribinﬂ application waes disposed off
at the admission stage on the request of the applicant
hiself and if the said order by the Tribumal has been

obtained by suppressing any material fact, the same can

be replied while disposing of the resprassntation of &ha

applicabt., The simple direction on the request of the

spplicant was issued to the respondents that his repre-

sentation bo disposad off and no other ralisf has been

granted to him. If the services of the spplicant are

terminated, the repras#ntatim may be disposed off with
‘

such observationsg¢

As provided by Smekk®m Rule 17(1II) of the
Central Administrative Tribunal (Procedurs) Rules 1987

the Tribunal possesses the same powers of review as

are vested in a civil court while trying a civil suit.
As per the provisions of Order XLVII, Rule 1 of the Code
of Civil Procedure, a decisior/judgment’ order can be

reviewed 3

(i) if it suffers fram an error spparent on the

face of the ‘record; or

(ii) 4is liable tJ be reviewsd on account of discovery
of any new ‘aterial or egyiderce which was not
within the knowledge of the party or could not
be produced by him at the time the judgment was
made, despili’e due diligence; O

(iii) for any other sufficient reason, construed to

mean "analggous reason",
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Considering
that the order passed b
from an error apparent
arder by this Tribunal

on the ground that the

these facts we are of the Qieu

)y this Tribunal does not suffer

on the face of the record, The

is alsc not lisble to be reviewed

applicant was removed from service

subsequent to the pronouncement df the judgment.

The review petition is, therefore, diépoaed

off with these observations,
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MEMBER( A)
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Dated:“lldlabad ,w ,1%30
(VKS PS)
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MEMBER( J3)




