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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
HMtI)AJjjJ) lil!AN (Il 

Rt! 4912001 in OA. 360/91 
With Ml/4 32/2001 	 Date at Decision :4fl 416-200I 

Union of India 	 _etitioner(s) 

Mr.NShevdc --- Advocate for the Applicant (s) 

versus 

A T T 

Advocate for the R.espondejits (s) 

dT' A 

'. JIt/iJV1 

THE HON'BLE Mr. V.IAMAK1S}14 	V!CE ChAIRMAN 

THI' flfN'ifl I' 1%tD 4 	 X4RM1flJ) (A\ a ta 	saws S 'I SF1_tI_f S VSU_t St * k...$A St ts S. P 1. 	 * 	 UFSJSt L 5/ 

ri  T' t4 F 
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Whether Reportej,s of Local papers may be allowed to see the judgment 

To be relerrea to the Reporter or not I 

Whether their lordships wish to see the fair copy of the judgment? / 
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1. Union Of India, 
Through Secretary, 
1d1J %'y DOdI U, JL 

T 1 
cUI 131I4VIl, 

New Delhi-! 10 001. 

1 •Li_ 

Western Railway, HQ Office, 
Churchgate, 
IN 1----- 
IVIUHIOL 

I Iiivis tonal Personnel Officer. 
rresiuent xuiu way uiou1, 

fl;;;cIeW%Q1 	 UI f.rt, 
1# Y I,11%j*UA4 	 V 	3t.I 3I %A4L& 

Vadodara. 	 ...Applicants 
uriesponuerns 

M S 1"' r.±. . 

Versus 

Smt. N.J.Desai. 
Primary School Teacher, 
At Viramgam, 	

Oent Railway Prim 	 ppon ary School Nod 	
(Original Applicant) 

BY CIRCUlATION 

ORI)ER 

RAJ49I2OGI 
in 0A1360/91 

VT 1111 £Vjttj' 

Date:8/6/2001 

Per: Hon'bie MrA.S.Sanghavi 	 : rviember (J) 

This application for the review of the judgement given on 11.8.2000 

in QA1360!9 1 is moved by the original respondent of the O.A. contending 



that the applicant was given opportunities for regu!arisation by calling her 

for screening/selection which was specially conducted as per the order of the 

Hon'b!e CAT, Jabalpur Bench in OA'5 12/91 and others. This fact was 

brought to the notice of the Tribunal during the pendency of the said 

application by producing the relevant document as at Annexure RI. 

However, it appears that the Tribunal had lost sight of the said fact while 
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exception in the judgement. 

MA/43212001 is moved for condoning the delay in moving this RA 
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is condoned. 

The order passed in OA/S 12/9! and OA/360/9 1 were challenged 
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by filing special Civil Application No. 9907/2000 but the same was 
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before this Tribunal. It is quite apparent that the ground on which the review 
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our order while disposing of the O.A. The question of non-consideration of 
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0A13 1 2/91 while passing the order does not arise. We had considered that 
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respondents can not be directed to regularise her service. However, the 
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passed purely on humanitria.n ground, considering the long service put up 
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by the applicant. Such an order does not need any review. We find that there 

is no error apparent on the face of the record in passing such an order. The 

review is therefore devoid of,  any nierit and the same is rejected summarily 

with no order as to costs. MA also stands disposed of 
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