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RA/62/2001
0A/24/2601
Shnr MS Kokad Petitioner {s)
M FAFIS Advocate for the applicant(s)
Versus
M/o.Defence & Ors. : Respondents
: Advocate for the Respondents(s)
CORAM
THE HON’BRLE MR ASHOK AGARWAL : CHATRMAN
THE HON'BLE MR. G.C.SRIVASTAVA : MEMBER {4j

judgment 7
2. To be referred to the Reporter or ol 7
- 2 O
3. Whether thelr lordships wish to see the faix copy of the N
jndgment 7

4. Whether it needs to be circuiated to other Benches of the
' Tribunal ?
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Shri ML Kokad,

Working as Train Conductor,

Bhusawal Division, C.Rly

Residing at Rly.Qr.No.RBII/627/D,

Yeola Road, Manmad,

Dist.Nasik {M.5.},

i n-423 104 Apniinnﬂf
’ > E I—F‘—A.vﬁ.“-l.‘-r

Versus
1 I PSP ..“f!_g..n, g 2} VRN, P
1 UIiior O 11l 1111 ngil.
=1 r
CGen Manager,

2. The Divisional Railway Manager,
Divigional Oifice,

C.Rly., Bhusawal, Pin-425 201.

Shri T.N.Bhosale,

Senior Divisional Personnel Officer,

C.Rly, Divisional Cffice,

Bhusawal, Pin-435 201. : Respondents

Date: -1-2001
Per: Bon'bie Mr. G.C.Srivastava : Member {Aj
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20.8.2001. The main grounds taken for review are:-{i) Order
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case, (mi Fixation of

"d

avis a recurmng cause of action and (iv}

the delay could h: been condoned by taking a liberal view.

2. We have examined the above grounds and find that none
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of them can be considered as vaad grounds for a review
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mmstant case, the order was passed and the OA rejected.on the

ground of limitation alone. In view of ¢ iis, there is neither any

need to review nor any occasion to go iﬂtc‘; the merits of the
o .In.‘l 4l nenn e - 4+ e T e e .nnt:,\ [
Casdsc, Simila: Y, Til€i was neither an PPUCEALI0I 101
condonation of delay nor any material on record to justify the



= S

R .
.
“foe

4

3. We do not find any merit in the RA and therefore, reject
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Member (A}
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