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IN THE CENTP!-'.L ADMINISTPATIVE TPIBUlt~L, JAIPUP BEtJCH, JAIPUr... 

R.A.No.6/97 Dat~ of order: 17.2.1997 

Puran Chand Malik Applicant 

Vs. 

1. Union of India through G~n~ral M&n&g~r, Western Railway, 

Churchg&te, Bombay. 
I 

2. Chief Worts Man3ger, Wagon P~pair Shop, Weatern Pailway, 

~ota Junction, Kota. 

• PEP HON'BLE MP.O.P.S[·L~,Rr-1A, ADr-IIUISTRP.TIVE MEMBER • 
• 

Puran Chand MaliJ: Hho HE!S the Ett:•plicar1t in O.A tJo.~57/9..:± 

order paased by the Tribun~l on 20.11.96 in the aforeaaid O.A, 

Puran Chand Malit Vs. Union of India & Anr. 

2. In the applicant had a ought 

dir~ctiona to the r~apondenta to give promotion to him on the 

r:~~:·.3t •)f Chief Cl.:rl: in a.::c.:.rdance with the reatL·ucturing/up-

ACR m3y not b~ treated as advers~. Ih the order dated 20.11.96 

pEtas~d b7 the Tribunal di2posing of the O.A of the applicant, 

the Tribunal had tatan note of the Etvermenta of the respondent~ 

into consideration all the relevant ACPa as well as the service 

the applic:Etnt for ~romotion under the reatructuring/upgradation 

to (tf ha.:l the 

appli•:.~nl: 1 .3 •:az.;, HEt3 CO:•n.sfdeL·.;d fc)r t:•l'•.)filC•i:ion in Jl.pril 1993 but 
been 

such promotion as he had been 



.. " 

). 

lower etagea f0r a period of one year had been impoeed on the 

applicant by order dated 10.9.199~ -which had been aubaeguently 

reapondenta' ac~ion in d~~ying promotion to the applicant. 

averments m3de therein. A aample of the averments of the 

applicant in the Feview Applic3tion from para ~-~ p~ge ~ of the 

Feview application is reproduced below: 

4. 

of e:q:.ft·atic·n ·:Of P·~n.:d.ty th·:: ben.:fit ma7 be call·=·:l in 

regard of aalar7 in scale but in the caae of th~ 

th.; has been r~versed by the 

respondents and indir.:ctl7 the order dated 7.1.93 by 
. . 

~-lhi·:::h the t=·enalt·i was r.::duced ha.3 be·::n taindc•\-m and it 

can be aa7 that such order has been m~de in-affected by 

the action of non-~mpanelment and further order has 

become meaningless." 

It thEtt the main o;rt·ound - .c ,_,.!.. the 

It has alsc· been stated b7 the applicant i:h::tt th·:: apt:·li·:::ant '.s 

appeEtl to the General Manager had alr~ady been decided but this 

fact -w~a not con2idered by the Tribunal. 

c: 
..Jo We have carefullJ co~aidered the av~rmenta of the 

understand theae Etnd have alao considered the other material on 
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record including th~ m5t~rial on r~cord of th8 O.A. We ar~ of 

the view that this F~vi~w Abplication can be dispos~d of 

\ 

thia Fsvi~w Application 

is being diapoa~d of by circulation, in limihe. 

6. It is trus that the psnalt7 imposed on the applicant as 

How~ver, th~ natur~ of the penalty impoaed had also been 

stages for a 

6 months. The pen3lty imposed form~d part of the service re~ord 

of th~ 3pplicant and wae current on th~ dat6 ~ith effect from 

the m~re d~acription of th~ p~nalty as major doss not alter the 

situation that on the basis of th~· aervic~ record of the 

applicant th~ reapond·:::nts \.,j•=-t··::: justified in denying promotion 

to th~ applicant. With r~gard to the appeal against the order 

note of by th~ Tribunal. We do not aee an¥ merit in any other 

averments in the P~view Application. A review ~annat be sought 

already on r~cord. Although there waa an error in the order of 

th~ Tribunal in d~scribing th~ penalty imposed on the applicant 

as a majoc t~"=-n.:tltj·, thie ie .:·nlj' a v.:rbal error and it cannot 

described in th~ order of the Tribunal. 

7. We, therefore, hold that there ia no merit in the Rsview 

Application. It is, therefore dismissed in limine. 

By Circulation. 

Judicial Member. 
(O.P.Sharma) 

Administrative Mernbet. 


