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CENTRAL ADMIR ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
AHMEDABAD BENCH
RA/ 492001 in O A 360/91
With MA/432/2001 Date of Decision : 08 -06-2001
Union of India : Petitioner(s)
Mr.N.S.Shevde | : Advocate for the Appiicant (s)
versus
Smit.N.J. Desai . Respondents

: Advocate for the Respondents (s)
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3. Divistonal Personnel Uf ficer.,

& President Railway School
Divisional Office, Western Railway,
Vadodara. Aoplicants
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(On.Respondenis)
Advocate: Mr.N.S.Shevd

Yersus

Smt. N.J.Desaz,

Primary School Teacher,

At Viramgani,

Railway Primary School No.1 ... Opponent
(Originai Appiicant)

ORDER
RA/49/2001
in OA/360/91
with MA/432/2001

Date:8/6/2001

Per: Hon’bie Mr.A.S.5anghavi : Member (J)

n OA/360/91 is moved by the original respondent of the O.A. contendir




that the applicant was given oppov'hml. es for regularisation by callin

for screening/seiection which was speciaily y conducted as per the order of the

Hon’ble CAT, Jabalpur Rench in QA/512/91 and others. This fact was
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brought to the noiice of the Tribunai during the pendency of the said
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pplication by producing the relevant document as at Annexure R/7.
However, it appears that the Tribunal had iost sight of the said fact whiie
h

ng the judgement and as a result had issued directions as one time

exception in the € judgement.

2. MA/432/2001 1s moved for condoning the deiay in moving this RA

application. Considering the nature of the RA, MA is allowed and the delay

is condoned.

3. The order passed in OA/512/91 and
by the respondents i.e. the review applicant before the Hon’ble High Court

by filing special Civil Application No. 9907/200(

withdrawn by the roview applicant with libeity to file roview application
before this Tribunal. It 1s quite apparent that the ground on which the review
application is moved is hardly tenable as we have given claboratc reasons in
our order while disposing of the O.A. The question of non-consideration of

OA/512/91 while passing the order does not arise. We had considered that
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passed purely on humanitarian ground , considering th
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by the applicant. Such an order does not need any review. We find that there

10 error apparent on the face of the record in passing such an order. The
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(A.S.Sanghvi) (V.Ramakrishnan)
Member {J) : Vice Chairman
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