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The applicant has sought review of the order

dated 8.2.1994 by which the application was dismissed

and there was no prima facie case for adjudication.
In the Review Application, the applicant

has placed certain further arguments in Para 2 in

sub clause (a) to (e) in sub para (a) the applicant

has taken the starxl bnd challenged to the seniority

list of 1987 not barred by time. In fact in the

original application the applicant has not even sought

any relief. with respect to the placement in seniority

list of 1987, The contention of the applicant is that

the seniority list was provisional does not merit any

consideration because the said seniority list has been
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in operation. Another aeniority list was due in 1992. Unless

the challenge is met to the seniority list of 1987, the

applicant cannot get any better placement in the seniority

list. Regarding sub-para (c) and (d) of Para 2 of the

Review Application, the applicant has given certain

&aft6-luaiefla of vacancies of the year 1981 and have alleged
fe -Cm.

that the vacancy feit uith the promotes quota as per rule.
'j

This fact has already been considered in pate 3 of the

judgement under review.

2, In sub para (e) of Para 2 of the Review Application

the applicant has averred that it shall be presumed

that there was some DPC which was constituted for

recommendal^ion and it was for the Tribunal to find out

the real facts. In fact the applicant has to make

certain averments with regard to the fact in the Original

application. Uhen the pleadings are itself silent the

Tribunal cannot make any roving enquiry to illicit more

facts. In the above facts and circumstai ces of the

case; we find that none of the ground made out any

case for reviewing the judgement. The Review Application,
a

therefore^ is devoid of merit and is therefore dismissed

by circulation.
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