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BY CI.fCULATICN 

CENTRAL AD'v\INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCli 

ALLAl-iABnD. -

Dated: nllahabad, the 28th day of August, 2001 

Coran: Hon* ble Mr. .:J . Dayal, A.M . 

Hon'ble Mr. Rafiq Uddin, J. M. 

REVIB'i APPLICATION NO. 64 OF 2J01 -
IN 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No. 1702 OF 1994 -- .. _ -· 

.:iri I<r ishna, 

s/ o ~ri BrindaNan, 

Khal asi unde r I. O. W. 

Northern Railway , Etawah. 
• • . . rppl icant 

(By AdVOCate: 3ri 8 .N . :)ingh ) 

va rsus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, 

No rt hem fail way, Del hi. 

2. The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Northern Railway, J'lllababad. 

3. Divis ional Superint ending Enginee:F, 

Northern Railway, Allahabad. 

4. The Asstt. Engineer, 
Northern Rail way, Etawah. 

5 . Sr :i Gyan ~ing h, 
s/o Nat hoo Ran, Hanmennan under I.O.W., 

Northern Railway, EtaNah . 

• • • • • Resp ondents 

Contd •• 2 -

l 
j 



. 

l 
1 
I 
I 
• 

I 

t 

• 

, 

• 

2. 

ORDER ( BY CIRCULAr ION) - ---- -
(By Hon'ble Mr. s. Dayal,AM) 

• 
'l11is review application has been filed 

for review and setting aside of order dated 5.7.2001 

in the 0. A. , by which t he O. A. was dismissed as 

1 acking in merits. 
• 

2. The applicant has raised the following 

points in his revie.w application :-

( 1) It has not been decided whether the 

contention of the respondents regarding non- app roval 

of trade test was correct or not ? 

( 2) Whether denial of pranotion to the applicant 

on account of the alleged non-approval of selection 

was legal and justified. 

(3) The respondents h ave not mentioned in 

t heir impu;Jned .reply to t he appl i cant• s representation 

that ~hri Naushey and Sri Gyan ~ingh were reverted 

on account of non- approval of the panel. 

(4) The cla:im of the applicant in A."lnexure No.~4 

and paragraphs 5 and 6 of rejoinder that one post 

of Blacksmith was v acant after appointment of 

Naushey has not been denied . 

(5) The observation made by us in p aragraph 4 

of the order that ~ri Gyan ~ingh was pranoted after 

conducting the trade test was not 

l 
correct. 
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3. 

3. .le have considered the ccntentions and 

perused the record of the case. .Je find that 

the relief claimed by the applicant was for his 

pranotion as Blacksmith with effect fran 12.12..90 

or the date from which first vacancy arose after 

promotion of ~ri Naushey or fran the date of 

pranotion of ~ri Gyan 3ingh. 

4. The relief claimed by the applicant is 

an acin iss ion of t he facts that Sri Gyan Singh 

was subsequently promoted and that t here was no 

vacancy left after appointment of ~hri Naushey. 

The claim of the applicant in t he revievJ ap pl ication 

that selection was made for two vacancies of 

Blacksnith which is established fran ~nexure 

No. n-4 to the 0. A. i s also incorrect. Naushey 

was appointed on ~.5.90 and Nmexure No. ~7 to the Gt 

I 

.\.­
claimed that one post of Blacksmith wa s vacantQX~I-;w.t. l 
This has been denied by the respondents in paragraph I 

iS a representation dated 12..12.90, in wbich it is 

nos.6 8. 7 of the;r counter reply and hence, it cannot 

be taken as established that one post was vacant. 

5. '.le find that the applicant has filed the 

r eview to challenge the merits of the order, Which 

does not cane VJithin the pu.rviav of review . 

6. Th e reviav application iS, therefore, 
L 

dismissed as lacking in meritsM \1\J~U ~ ""Lo"'J.­
. -'-:" _,, ~ 

l~vyG\...t~ J\2-~.,.- ~-d...d \-
(RAFI~ UDDIN) (S. ~YAL) 

M B\1BER( J ) M B.1BER( ~t) 

Natty' 

- -


