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IN THE CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TAIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD
AODITIUNAL BeNSH Al allLAHABAD
® & & #

allohabad ¢ Dated this 9th day of April, 1996

Review Petition No.7 of 1994

IN
OA NO., 354 of 1992
pistrict : Jhansl

Hon. Mr. S.,RQas Gupta, A M,
Hon, Mr, T, L. Verma, J.M.
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B i e

3.P. dastogi son of Laté H.N, Rastord
resiient C/0 G.3. saxena,

173, Tandon Road,

Siori Bazar, Jhansi.

(sdvoc ate 5ri 3.K. Tvagl)

s s e s e e e s Jetitioner

Versus

1, Union of India,
throuqgh (gneral henager,
Central 3aill.ay, Bombay V.T.

2omo ay

2. Jivisional dailluvay Manager (d,(P)
Central Rallway,
JhanSi M

3. senlor D.P.0.

Central Ralluay,
Jhansi,
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This review ep.lication has heen fFiled Seeckinng

- recall of the prder dated 21-9=1330 by which 0.4,

Noe354 of 1992 was dismissed an the ground that the

'

Janch of tnhis Tribunal deciding tne matter did nat
Find it to be a fit case for grant of promovion to

thne Applicant as Claimed Dy nim.

Z. The apglicant in the aforesaid 0.A. ha&,Saught

a directisn to the respondents to give him promotion in
the grade of “8.1402-2300 from the date on which
ornomation to the applicant falls due with She
contemuent ial benefits. It ap.ears Lhat 23 a result
of disciplinary proCecdinngs tne apslicant wa® removad
from service w.e.fo 28-2-1985, 0On appesl the penalty

was mederstead u§££ wit hholding of instement Far two
years with cumulative effect. Twne said junishment
remained in currency till 5«1-1987. The ag_.lizant was
sromsted on adhet DsSis on B8-5-1937 in the scale of

RS 1400-2300 on the basis of nis senlaority until pToper

selsction. Twa 2enchn of the Tribunal deciding the matter
e ] i

- .2 _ ) . ,
aCcegbad tne resgondents contentinn Lhat the asslicant
(= o P

Could not have been promoted during the perind ne was
undergoing p@nishment in 1985-87 'yhen his juniors were

actually promot ed,

3, Twe around taken in the revisw ap,lication is
that since the punishment wss of withholdina of Two
incremaentS gl the nature of genalty was such b-i?e

v. Q"q )ﬁa AGF’

-:'r\zzt[L t did not gffect the gsremdt isn oF The aaslicoent
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It has alto been subnitted ©iat aCoording to Lhe
groviso of tne‘&at, whrere the penalty impofed 15 only
withholaoing of inctement, such penalty will nnt be a
Dar gn bthe gromﬁtiOW'

4. Twet review of an order alrsady gaffed Can bDe

0

made sonly if tnere 15 an errar patent on the FeCe of
record of if any new fact is brought out, uwhith could

nat 9e brought out earlier deSpite due diligenceﬁgiz.
n

shed¢s gh new light off the cont ronversy., ‘e did nat

a

find any errar agarent an the falg 5f record in tha
aorcder datsd 21-3-93, o new Facts have been Hroughtad
wniZh would verrant review of the aforesaid arder., If

v "’:‘-‘-}o} Vi
the graer dated 21-9-1933 =uffers from anykfiﬁagpreciatinn

of the relevant facts or rules, the sroper Course for the
4

gg_.licant would be to file an apsesl. The review

Gu.LliZatisn nhas no merit and Tne Same ie dismissed
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Menber {(J) ﬂembeffha)

gCcardingly.




