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This Reviey Petition is a~ainst our

judgmant daized 15.11.1990 in T.a.2o.3 of 1990(Oriainal

!rit Petition N0.1632 of 1779). The prayer for review

is on the ~round thst the 3*udgment doas not take into

ac-ount some vitul facts and law s~t out

Jrit Petition.

in the

2. The agrievance of the petition>r in this
“ransfe -red Agplicition was that he vas disris od from

s2rvice in 1275. is appesl and revixs o =nlication
anainst the disnissal order 'iere ¢lso rejected in 1976
and 1977,

respactively. 3iseaquantly, ho 2ver, the

senzral .Q@nager, N,E,Railay on a s10 moto ravie
re—-appointed him on the sarte post on 22-7-1978 bt

in the lor2st pay of the scale. The praya=g in the
ori~ninal \rit Petition :3s thit these orders of the -

disciplinaryv,arspallite and ~2viz ~‘ng authorities

as 2ll as the Uane-al .@ani~arle ovlapr Of ramd - nla® A%
21 the lovest pay of the scale be g ashed and s+t .44 2,
re—~instatenint orda~2d .tk full renzfits ind o

o aondznts 17 crarat to s onga wkk orf the neit

o v’*::g,;z;rv"-' PRI
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3. 2 did not s»e any n2rit in this
~ransferred .rit Petition since the patitioner

had not 2xplained earlier th: spicific groinds

nor cited anv spacific authority in support of his
contentions the-ein that the dismissal order date”
8-7-1975 wa; bad in law and also that as p»r the law
applicible in his case, his initial pay r on
reaspointmant should not be less than the pay drawn
last or on any privious occasions. As sazen from the
~acord, no such grounds had been ax2liined in the
aspeal aciinst the dismissal order or In review
oetition against the aspellate autho-ity's order.
In para 3 of our judgment dated 18.11,1990, e had
stated spzrifically that "%yen in his representation
datad 23.5.1979(annedure No.7) whic- ho claims to have
submitted *o th2 Gene al .ana-er no plea is taken
that the dismissal order is illszcal or that the pay
on re-appointiient cannot be at the lo est sta~e in
the grade." ‘hat we meant was tnst the spa2cific
provisions of law under which the dis~issal order
is alleged to be illegal or t-e spasific rules or
law under hich it is contended that the pay on
re—~appointmaent cinnot be fixed at the lowest stage
vere neither mentioned in the appeal or review
petition or the representation to the General
.anajer nor these grounds taken up specifically

any tine before the competent authorities before
approaching the High Court with the .irit Petition.
A me~e statement in the Irit Petition that the
principles of natural justice have be2n grossly
vislated as no notice or opportunity was given to
meet the imougned orders was not in our view, an
adeguate ground for setting aside the orders when
i+ was not agitated at all before the appellate or
ravizzint authoritias or even in the representatiorn

beforz2 the Genzs-3al .‘ananer that there wiz2tve no
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circumstances in this case to -arraat th2 so3gial

poser to be evercised under Rule 14(ii) of 24X as is
beint done nov. .le do not, therefore, think that
there is any error apparent from the record in our
observation made in the judgment under review that
the petitioner "had not taen this rlea of denial

of o portunity any time earlier and it is nov too
late to raise this contention against a dismissal

order of 1975.%

4, The second avound on which our judgment
datad 15-11-1990 is sought to be revigwed is our
observation is para 4 #herein that a judgment of the
Allahabad Bench of the Tribunal cited by the applicant
was of no relevance to the present cass and &ne
additional reason ~iven in the Allahabad Bench
judgment, namely, that the petitioners in that case
were not retired in public interest but for certain
other considerations will also have applicability
only to the facts of that case. Zvicdently, as stated
in our judgment under review, the main reason for
which the Allahabad Bench had allaoi’ed the aoplication
befores ther. .as the fact thdat the mancatorv reqiirement
of three months' notice or three months' pay in lieu
of notice had not been fulfilled in thaet case. In the
present case before us, there was no plea regarding
non-obsa-vance of any such mandatory reqiirsment

and that judgment is,therefore, not relevant to the
present case. The additional reason given that the
ap-lizants in the case before the aAllahahad Bench were
not retired in public interest but for certain other
consicderations will evidently have anplicability

to the facts of that case as observed by us in our

judoment under review.
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5, There is thus no{iXsTake Or &~rov
apparent from the r:cord. There is also 10 new

evidence or discovery of anv now and important

matter ;hich mas not -sithin the knn+rlzxdre of
petitioners when the jud-ment .as d2livsrad. e do not,
therefore, find any sufficient —wezson to .:arriant &
review of our judqg-ent dated 15-11-1990 in T.A.No.

3 of 1790(.J.P. N0.1632 of 1979). The review petition
(No.742/90(L) ) is accordinnly dismissed.
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