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ORDER{in circulation)

The prayer 1S for recategorisation Pl review

app?i&ant on the basis of the remarks expunged from the ACR.

1t may be stated that the remarks which were sxpunged &

Y
[4:]

*Nét very devoted to duty' and 'Not wvery raliable’. This
does not change the other ﬁortﬁeﬂ of the remarks which take
ints consideration the performance af the review applicant.
The grading %%‘ always given on the hasis of the total
performance. The portion which were exgunged wers tﬁughiﬂg
the integr%ty and weré found inconsistent with the remarks
that there was "o complaint against his hmﬂegtykand moral

character.

2. The  words honesty and  moral character have sUCh
connotation that the two adverse remarks Tnot very devoted Lo
duty’ and ‘not very reliable’ could not he sustained and were

directed to be expunged. TVTK review application Far




recategorising of the grade 1is misconceived. Eyen if the two
were expunged the grading will stand in the sCR because it

d

takes into account the performance of the person and the wors

done by him. The work done by & particular person and his
overall performance are indicated by the grading given Lo
him.  This has nothing to do with the integrity. & person’s
integrity may be very sound and yet his performance may tiés

helow  average. There 1is 0O inconsistency in this

proposition.

3. This Tribunal is not vested with any inherent poWer of
review. 1t exercises that power under Order 47, Rule 1 of
cpe when there iz a discovery of a new and important matter
of evidence, which after exercise of due diligence, was not
within the knowledge of the applicant or could not  be
produced by him at the time when the decres Was passed  Of
ordey was made, or some mistake or ervor apparent on the face
of the record or for any anologous reason. This appi%cat%dn

does not Fall withih the four corners of order 47, rule 1 of
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CPC and accordingly the sameé is summarily rejected

order 47, Rule 4(1) of CPC, ~
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