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CENTRRL ADMINI::TRATIVE TRIB”NIU PQINCIPAL
' BENCH, NEwW DLIHI

. Review Application Now 82 of 1993 -
' In - T
Original Application Now 846 of 1987

Union of India . -  ‘ee.. bpplicants

 Versus R
\P;,.Gl. Sax&'ﬂa ' o o : 'gﬂi‘f(v.:soi_" Respmdent -
_coamm='v

Hon - Mri Justice U.C Srlvastava V.C*'

HoxnG M:.ss. Usha Savara, Member(éx)

~

( By:_Hon'. Mry Justice U.C. Srivastava, V.C, ).

s

-This belated reviéw application is
directed against our judgment ana"order éaiéd |
221292 azsm1551ng the appllcation agalnst the
punlshmcnt order Wlth certaln directions regardmng
the next promotion post. The case was heard and o
dlsposed of after hearlng the counsel for the partles.
‘The review applicatlcn is belated by 73 days® The
_;explanatien for delay is vexy vegue’gnd no dates
évén.have beeh mentioﬁeéa The e%planatien being
whaolly un satlsfactory, the appllcatlon is liable to

~ be re;ected on this orounda.r T
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2% © Even otherwise thé scope of review
appl;ca»;on is lunlted and tha same does not permlt
of hearing of arouments on the same polnt er setting
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an- appeal of sur own judcment whlch jvriséiction vests'

" in the Superler courts’, . This review has been sought

on the ground that the Trlbunal has assumeé that thc ;>
punlehment perlod was over although punlshmcnt was '
under stay and wes not given effect at all' Ihls is
not correct and we have taken‘nate of the fact. that
punlshment order was ' under. stay as there was an order =
‘of statusquo. hile observ1ng\that pranotlen perled
is . over we - took 1nto conszderataen all these perieé

durlng which the order of statusquo existed. It may

be, that the actual reductlon in renk has not taken

-

‘lplace but the appllcant had to suffer in “the matter of

‘ —pranotlon and our\observation does nat exclude this.

.period of stay f rcm countmg At tewards premotional

'period of 3 years. There is no error apparent»en the .

- face of the record“' As such, we. do not £ind any- grounﬁ

to intarfere or recall our Judgment& -__'ﬂ

'321 . Accordlngly, thls rev;ew applicatlon has

\ﬁgalso no merlt. It is regected" T .
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