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OPEN CDURT 

CENT .v\l. AO\~INISTHATIVE T.HIBUt.:AL, ALLAHABxO BENQ-1 

hLLPHAB JlD • 

Dated : Allahabad, the 30th day of March, 2001. 

Coran: Hon' ble 1~1r. .:>. Dayal, ~v1 

Hon' bl e Mr. Rafiq Uddin, Jl'A 

_R_E..-VI-E-.~J;,.....;..,AP;;;..P;;..,;L;;;.;I-..CA;o......o.;;T.-1_,CN......_...;.N..;,.;o.-..• .-35..._CF.;..;.__..l..._922_ 

In 

ORIGINAL APPLICATI<..N NO. 1252 OF 1995 

' 

Arun Kunar Srivastava • • • • • • • JPplicant 

Un ion of India 

and another. 

Counsel for the 

Counsel for the - -

Versus 

• • • • • • • Iiespondents 

ape.!,~ant: Arun Kunar Srivastava 

in person. 

Respondents: Sri A. K. Gaur 

0 R DER (ORAL) 

( By Hon' bl e ~.1r • .:i. Day al, A\1) 

The applicant has filed this Revie\·J Application 

on the ground that a Division Bench of this Tribunal 

h as comm i tted a manifest e rror of law by holding 

that repeated representations are not ranedies provided 

under Railway Servants (Discipline and Appeal) .l"ules, 

1968 and that Rul e 18 (iv)& (v) Dead "VJith Ra ilway 

Orders dat edl4-2-E9 prov ides renedies for the applicant 

to be exhausted before approaching the Tribunal. 

The second ground taken is that repeated representations 

even thoU;Jh disposed of by the order dated 22.12.94 

v1ould 
I 
not give a fresh cause of action to the 

applicant and l;imitation would apply in such cases. 
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It is al so contended that the Tribunal has 

ccmmitted an error of la\-1 by recording that 

Paragraph 218 of Indian Ra ilways Establisbnent 

l\.\anual lays down procedure for ranoval of nane 

• 

from the select-list and tha~ the order of renoval. 

fulfils requirements inasmuch as the applicant 

v1as not v,iarned about the unsatisfactory perfo.unance. 

It is also contended that the pronouncanenis of 

1-Ion 'ble Supreme Court have a binding effect and 

a judgment contra.ry to the provisions cannot . 

survive. It has also b een stated ihat the judgment 

has b een sv,ayed by cons i derations of irrelevant 

matter lil(e challenge to medical de-categorisation 

etc. and, therefor e, the order in the O.A. deserves 

to be revievt'ed. 

2. ~le have carefully considered the contentions 

of the applicant, as made in his Reviei,,v r\ppl ication. 

The purpose of review is very l:llnited. The purpose 

of reviev\I is for correction of error apparent on 

the face of record or/and takt~into consideration 

some evidence, which i.vas not available at the 

time t he O. A. ,,.,as fil ed and heard or for any other 

sufficient re as on . 

I 

l 

3. The purpose of review cannot be that co-ordinate> ~ 
t- I 

Bench , re-considers the order on merits and reverse!:> 

the sane. ~·1e, therefore, reject the application 

fo r review. 

D~~~ 
(HAFIQ UDDIN) ( ~.D~ AL ) 

JUDI CIAL 1'<'\EvlBER i~l.6~\BER(A) 
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