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New Delhis this the -/4°  day of september,2000.

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINLIPAL HENCH

1) OA No,'3362/92 with 0 Ne.1080/95
n

HON'BLE FIR.5.R(ADT LE, VICE CHATRIAN(A).

HON'BLE MR,.KULDIP SINGH , MEMBER (J)
L.N.Yadav;

/o shri Budh Ram Yadavy

Leave Reserw Relievinyg ASHM,

at Jatusana(Head Quarter at Kosli),
Bikaner Div.,

Northern Railuay : secee oAppli Ual!t.—f

Versus

Union of India
through
1. The ®neral Manager,
" Northern Railuay,
Baroda House,'
New Delhi

2, The DRM, A
Nor thern Railuay,
Bikanar 0iv.l,

Bikaner,Raj..

3 Divl.Fersonnel OFfficer,
Northern Railwayy \
Bikaner, Raj.

e
4 Shri S.P.Yermay
ASH, | J
Bikaner Div.'yRaj. sseseesRESPONdEN LS,
LﬁN.‘YadaV -Eoo.oAppli Canﬁ{;i

Versug °

1. Union of Indie ~
through
the Genmeral Manager,
Northern Railuay,
New Delhi.’

2+ The Divl.Railuay Manager,
Bikanng

3. The DPO
DRM O ffice,
Bikan =3

4,/ Shri Chajju Ram Kashyap,
ASM, Bikaner Diwv.,

Rewari,!
) /7/
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5. shri R,CeShamma,
Gurgaony
Haroyana,!

65' siiti 3,.0.Shamma,
ASFI &y 1
Pataudi Roady

. S E c'k"?
Haryanala" thntoRe pondento.

Advocatess

Shri R.'N.'Singh for applicﬁn’co’

Shri R.L.Dhauan for respondents in OA No.'3362/92,]

ORDER
Mr. SeR.Adige, VC(A)

Ouh.No. 3362/92 and 0OA No.1080/95 were heard
and disposed of by common order dated 27,'5,98,
Thereafter, applicant filed RA Mo,199/98 seeking
review of the common order dated 27.5./98 in so fat

as it related to OA No,.,3362/92 ,

24 Applicantt!s councel Qas heard on the RA
None appoared for respondents on thae date of hearingy
By ofder dated 16,5,2000 the nraysr for revieu of orderp
dated 27.'5.'98 was alloved and the aforesaid oraer dated
27.5,i98 was recalled. Both OAs uere ordered to be

posted for hearing afreshs’

3 We have heard applicant!s counsel Shri R N

Singh and respondents' counsel Shri Dhavan,

4, The fir st ground taken by Shri Singh to
justify the change in the findings arrived at in

order dated 27.,5,98 is that respondents! order dated
21,9.88 (Annexure~R1 to OA) vas actually dated 211,93
which would have opernted only prosectively and,

1

I
therefore, could not have been reliec by the Hench

to deny the applicant his promotion Veo.F. 7.12.92

merely because he was undergoing WIT for 6 months
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weedfd 108,92 to 31,1,93, This ground has no merit
becalse respondents® Circular dated 21,9788, a copy

of which has been taken on record, also lays doun that
a Raiiuay employre who h&s been punished with WIT

as a result of disciplinary proaeeding,'should oe

promoted anly after expiry of that penal ty.

5. | Secondly it uas urged befors us that applicant
had not been visited vith the nenalty of WIT but

Upen nerusal of the relevant record including the copy
of the penalty order issued by respondents to applicanﬁ;
We are satisfied that this contention of the applicant
has no morits

Boi In the result, we se2 no reason to modify

the conclusioﬁgcontained in the Tribunal's order dated

27,'5,98 dignigsing DA =3362/92 and 0A =1080/ 95,
Te For the reasons contained in order dated

2745498 therefore both the OAs ara dignlscsede No costs.t

8 Let a copy of this order be placed on both

case records,
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