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CE NTRAL AUMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN AL 

' 
ALLAH AB AD B£ r.CH , ALLAHABAU . 

Allahabad this the day 2/Sb ft.re':_ of 1995 • 

r1£V IEW APPL.I: AT ION NO . 84/ 10 0 F 1994 . 

IM 

OHIGI NAL /\PPLICATION NO . 349 OF 199 4 . 

Union of India and others •••••• •• • ••• ••• Applicants . 

By Advccato Sri J . N. Singh . 
Vb rsus 

Ramdhani & others •.••••••••••••••••••• Resnonden~s . 

CORAl•l : Hon ' ble Mr . S. Oas Gupta , ME.VBt.R (A) 

Ho n ' b l e l'lr. T. L. Vcr 11a , fr£i·BER (J) 

ORUE.R 

By h on ' ble rrir . S. !Das Gupta , 1•£1·18E:l (A) 

1 • This application has bee n filed by 

Union of India and othe rs , the ap~licants in a . A. 

n o . 349/94 seeking r ev i ew of the judgmen t ::ind order 

dated 2 . 9 .1 99 4 o; whic h , the a fo r esaid Orisinal 

Ar~ lication was dismissed . 

2 . In the aforesaid Original Application 

the appli~ants haa challenged un~ aword dated 4 . 3 . 1 19 3 , 

9 iven by the Ind:.J s tiral TribJnal C J m Lilbou r Co:..i rt, Ke nnu r, 

holding into r alia thot the acti on of the management in 

termin a t ing the serviced of the re s pondentti in the:: said 

Original Arplica tion was no ithe r 1 e98l nor jus ti f ied and 

orduring Lha t he bE r~insca t8u ln ~e rvic r with full 

bc:Jckwuges . Afte r a c aref1 l Cl1nsido r at i on o r dll t.he&tE 

rein ts r...ii.JCJc..I by thl• arp licHn t!l in thA U f orosuid 0 riqinOl 

lr.-\ Ii. 
f1r plicotion , this frihJ nal doclini:d t o int• rfGre "-~ thF3 

award of th(;j Ina..,~triul Triwna l <'nd ai~TiS:JGd th0 ..>altl 

a~ · Plica tion . 
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~ . In the Review Aoplication inter alia 

the follo~ing ~rounds have been taken ; -

a) That t hi s TribJnal has wrongly upheld 

the i mpug ned awa rd of thE1 Ind...1a trial TriboJ nal Cum Laboor 

C O.J rt • 

b) f r.a t thiS Trib 1na1 has erred in holding 

that th& c ase before tho Industrial Trib.Jna1 Cum Labour 
":" f\A~ 

Court was.A-barred by Res- judicata . 

c) That this TribJnal has erred by O!TJ\i~in9 

to consider that the applicotlon before the Indus trial 

Tribunai was not Under Sec ti on 2sr, 25N or 

25G . 

d) That this TribJ nal has wrongly held that 

the Indus trial Dispute was refer red by the appropriate 

Governnent . 

e) That this TribJnal has wrongly observed 

that the r espondents in the O rigina1 AppJ>icat.ion had 

t:it tained the tempo r a r y status at the time of the 

termination of his s e rvice and had i gnored tha averments 

i n the Original A · lication tha t he was not a Workman 

under Indua trial Dis.,u ':,C Act a nd also tha t ha had not 

wo r ked continuously for 12o/ 180 days t o give him temporary 

status . 

f) That t h i s Tribunal hns not c ons i derea 

the f act thnt the responden~ in the Original Application 

had S?.Jbmitted forgea Sc hool Leaving Ce rtifica te . 

It woJld appe ar from th9 Revt~w Arpl ication 

tha t t he revil:::w has been s o...i ght on the g roun~ that this 
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Tribunal has r eached e rroneous findings on mar! t . The 

• scope of Review Application is v e r y limited . An order 

al ready pussed , c an bn re.viewed only if the re is any 

• erro r appar ent on the face o f t he record. A r eview i s al so 

posibla i f some new tac ts are brought OJ t , which c ould not 

be brouyht out earl i er despite due diligence • In the 

present ar plicntion , no case has been maae out that there 

is any e rror in the impugned orucr on the face of the records . 

No ne 111 racts have also been brought out which would 

warrant review of the o~der already pa3sed . 

'· 4 . The Review Ar plication , therefore, l acks 

me ri t and ls dismissed . 
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