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Keviev/ Appllcdnt No, 323 of 1991 (L)

IN

T ^ .  Mo. 826 of 1937 

( y .P . No. 3221 of 1981)

H .K . Tandan . . .  . . .  . . .  Applicant.

Vs.

Union of India and others . . .  . . .  Respondents.

/« • •

Hon *ble Mr . D .K . Agrav;a 1, J Jvl.

Hon *b 1G f/ir. K . Cba yya. Jvl.

( By Hon'ble Mr. K . QDayya,MiA.)

This reviev^ petition is directed against the order 

and judgment d t . 26 .4 ,1 991  in T .A . No. 826 of 1987 R .K . J

Tandan Vs , Union of India and others ,

2 ,  The applicant who is working as Travelling Ticket 

examiner in N .3 . Railway v;as proceeded with departmentally 

an a charge of accepting illegal grat if legation from a. 

passenger. The departmental proceedings resulted in 

imposition of punislTiflent of reduction to a lower scale
, 4

for a period of 2 years. These orders were issued by vjay 

of a review by the competent authority under rule 25 of 

Railway Servants (Discipline 8. Appeal) Rules, 1968 . The 

punishment order was challenged by the applicant on the 

ground that it was passed without jurisdiction . The orders 

were arbitrary and illeg al. The above^^^^'oif 1987 was 

dismissed by us as without any m erit.

3 ,  In the review petition, it is stated that the above 

T > i. No. 826 of 1987 was disposed of only on the ground

of competence of the Reviewing Authority and that we
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heve not gone, into a question as to vhether there was 

any moterial b^-fore the Reviewing Authority .to disagree 

in the finding of the Heviev»/ing Authority,

4 ,  Vi’e  have carefully examined our order d t . 2 6 .4 .1 9 9 1 ,

In para S of the order, there is comprehens-ive discussion 

of the niGrits of tne casti of the applicant. IVe held that 

the Reviewing Authority has exercised its mind and that 

there was no violation of the provisions laid down in Rule 

25 of the Railv/ay Servant ( Disciple S. Appeal) Rules, 1963.

5 .  The scope of /ieview Petition is limited only to 

correction of patent errois of fact or law. We do not see 

any error either of fact or of law in our order and the 

Reviev; Petition, in theSecircumstances, is liable to be 

dismissed and accordingly it is dismissed with no order 

as to costs.

Merabi (h  ) Member(J}

~X/Da ted: tj

Allahabad.
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