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IN THE CENTEAL ADMINISTFATIVE TEIBULIAL, JAIPUFR BEMNCH, JAIPUR.

R.P.No.7/98 _ . Date of order: 27.7.1998

Om Frakash Jain, &/¢ &hri B.L.Jain, agsd 4 vyears, P/o

2
o
o
T}
(:,-_-;
i
12]
]

Bacar, Jaipur.

e..Review Petitioner.
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1. Union of India through Generzl Manager, We Pailwavy,

Church Gate, Mumbai.
2. FJ.A & C.A.D (8&C) Western Failwavy, Church Gats, Mambai.

'), Western Failway, Mumbai.

4. Gitila Pandey 520 (252) Weatern Pailway, Jaipur.

f

e« .Respondents.
FER HOII'ELE MF.FPATAY FPFRAFASH, JUDICIAL MEMRER.

This review petition has been f£iled Ly the raview

petitioner herein ajainst the order dated 25.6.92 passzsed in %.A
Ho.97/98, whereky the interim directicn issuzd on 15.5.98 in

O.A lIc.182/95%, was vacated.
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2. The main ground on the bagis of which thi
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has been filed iz that zince the aforesaid order was passesd ex-
parte and the applicant counael could not reach the Court in
time, the petitioﬁer has been unakle to place full facts before
thg Trikbunal, bkzfore pazsing of the ordsr vacating the stay.

3. The power to revisew its own deciaion by the Tribunal is
conferrsd under Sec.2l, sub-zection 2 and ank-clanze (£f) of the
Administrative Tribunals 2:2t, 1235 read with FPule 17 of the
Central Administrative Tribunal (Frocedure) Pules, 1927 and
further civcumscribzd by Sec.ll4 and Order 47, Pule 1 of the
Code of Civil Procedure. In  thiz review pétition, the
petiticoner has tried to asszeri that therz haz beaen an svror
apparent on the face of the record in pés:ing the order under
review Jdated 25.4.98 on the ground that the petitioner has not

e 1& i the matter hkbefore vacation o the ovder Jdated
been heard n I matt ] t £f i | dzated

o

15.5.%8. In the procesdings of the Court noted in the 0.3, it



\
&
\
|

™

is made out that =after an interim direction was issued on
15.5.98, none appeared on the next date i.e. on 21.5.98. On the
ext date, i.e. on 22.5.98, the learned ccounsel for the
petitioner was rpresent and the matter was listed for fﬁrther
consideration in the matter on 5.6.23. On 5.4.98, the learned
councel for the petiticoner sought an adjournment in the matter

and the case was listed on 12.6.9%. On 12.75.9%2, the learned

counsel for the parties were heard on M.A No.97,93 whereby the

(1

respondznts have soughi the vacation of the interim Jirection.

During the arguments on that Jdate, it has come out that in the

0]

disciplinary procesdings, the dis 1p11n11" suthori Ly has passed
an order on 6.5%.98. 2ince this order was not available on
record, the reespondents were Jdirected Lo maks available the
order Jdzted o.5.93 as.also.other ~zlevant dAocuments and the
next daﬁe was fized as 25.6.928. On 25.46.93, the order in
question Aaked 5.5.92 passed by the dizciplinary authority in
congequanse upon the qlSPlbulnjf” proceedings initiated against

pplicant vide memarandum dated 15.4.93; was made available
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»f this order Jdated ©.5.98, the interim
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erusal

[ax]
-

l-)

direction issued on 15.

l

733 vacalted.

4, In view of the sbove,
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on the face of the record. Mo other ground to seek review i3

Peview Potition iz disgmissged azcordingly

e mﬁ&/

(Patan Pla‘ash)
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made ouit. Hence

By circulation.

Judicial Member.




