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IN Tit OLNEHAL ravlINIsTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAFIABAJ  

,iDDITIGNAL 	ALL.,H ;on.) 

* 4 

A11,3habad : Dated this 9th day of April, 1996 

Review Petition No.7 pf 1994 

IN 

OA NO. 354 of 1992 

District : Jhansi 

Hon. Mrs . S sga s Gupta, A ,1\11 
Hon. Mr. T • L. Verma, 

G.P. Aastogi on of Late R.N. aastogi 

itesi esnt C/0 	. Saxena, 

173, Tandon Road, 

Sipri bazar, Jhansi, 

(Advocate Sri S.K. Ty agi ) 

	 Pe titioner 

Versus 

1. 	Union of India, 

through General Manager, 

Central Rail 	, Bombay V.T. 

comb ay 

Divisional Rail.Jay Manag r (:2t/1;(P) 

Central Rally-slay, 

Jhansi. 

3. 	Senior D.P.G. 

Central RailAay, 

Jhansi. 
	  Re spon nts 



a a 2 E 2 .C-t_r-B-14-) 

By  ''-Inn'  hL e Mr. 3. pas rlipt  aL  A. Y1. 

This review ap,,licgtion has been filed seeking 

recall of the order dated 21-9-19'i by which O. A. 

No.354 of 1992 was dismissed on the ground that the 

Bench of this Tribunal deciding the matt er did not 

find it to be a fit case for grant of promotion to 

the Applicant as claimed by him. 

2. 	The applicant in the aforesaid P.A. hak. sought 

a direction to the re= pondents to give him promotion in 

the grade of '?s. 140J-2300 from the date on which 

promotion to the applicant falls due with the 

conseouential benefits. It appears that as a result 

of disciplinary proceedings the applicant was removed 

from service 	f. 28-2-1935. On appeal the penalty 

was moderated 	withholding of increment for two 

years with cumulative effect. The said punishment 

remained in currency till 5-1-1987. 	The app licant was 

promoted on adhoc basis on 8-5-1937 in the scale of 

R6.1400-2300 on the basis of his seniority until proper 

selsction. The 3ench of the Tribunal deciding the matter 

acc apt ed the respondents cont ention that the applicant  

could; not have been promoted during the period he was 

undergoing pUnishment in 1985-87 'when his juniors were 

act uall y promot ed. 

3. 	The around taken in the review app lication is 

that since the punishment was of withholding of two 

increments ad the nature of penalty was such 1,1" e 
(0„ 44 

Net hntitit did not af fact the promnt inn of the applicant 

IN t 
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It has al±o been submitted t -tat according to the 

proviso of the 2 t where the penalty imposed is only 

withholding of inclement, such penally will not be a 

b&l: on the promot ion• 

4. 	That review of an order already p=SE: ed can be 

made only if there is an error pat ent on the Face of 

record of if any new fact LE: brought out, which could 

not be brought out earlier despite due diligent 

shad's lien new light ofd the coot rovers y. 	Je did not 

find an y error apparent 
	

the face of record in the 

order dated 21-3-93. 	Flo new facts have been broughtayk 

which would warrant review of th e aforesaid order. 	If 

a, 101  c-1.( 
the 0 PC er dated 2 1-9— 1993 f=, uffers from any riiss apprec iat ion 

of the relevant facts or rules, the proper course for the 

ad,lic ant would be to file an appeal. 	The review 

a 	scion has no merit and tine same is dismissed 

accordingly. 

!lei) er (j) 
	

vlember ((IA) 
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