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This review application has been filed for recall of
the judgment dated 3.6.1993 by this Tribunal whereby 0.A,
NO . 307/93 was dismissed. The main grounds given in the
review applicaticn are --(a) that the material facts of the
application have not been taken into cnsidpraticn; (b) that
the rules regarding promotion to-the posts in Group 'C' & 'D°
part icularly for the Scheoauled Castes and Scheduled Tribes,
have not been correctly interpretted; {c) that though the
namg of the petitioner was shoun at Sl. No. 41 in the
geligibility list of the-candidates, he was not given the
appointment; and (d) that in the subsequent list published
on 30.7.1987 no SC/ST candidate was included in the list of
33 eligible candidatés. It has alsc been contended that
the apoclicant éid not get an oppo}tunity to argue out his

case before the Tribunal diring the final hearing.
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2+ . A perusal of paragraph 6 of the original application
shows that the agplicant has himself averred that his name

has not bsen included in the two promotion panels for

- Store Keepers Grade-Illl. The main relief sought was fox

quashing these panels for Store Keepers Grade-I111 and
nreparat ion of fresh panels. Though later on with the
amended liset, a list of eligible candidates for promotdbn

"has bean attached, it cannot be treated as a list of
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selecfed candidates who were found fit for promotion.

A categorical étatement-has\been madg by the respondents

in ths u:uhter that the departmental promot ion committee
considered the cass of the apblicant but he was not found

fit for promotion. Even though the selsction was on the basic
of seniority~-cum-merit, it was essential fhat the candidate
met the minimum standard and was found fit for promot ion.

An eligibility list cannot be treated as a select panel,

3o As regards absence of réprasenﬁative of the applicant
on the date of final hearing, it has %o bqhoted that the
case remained on daily board since 27.5.,1993 till 3,6.1993,
i.e.y, the date of final hearing. Thus, i? cannaot bé said
that the petitlioner digd not get an opportunity to defend his
cas@s In his absence the records were perused and the case

Wwas disposed of on merits.

4. We hold that the judgment of this Tribunal dated
3,6.1983 does not suffer from any error apparent on the

face of the judoment. The revieuw application is accordingly
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{ 8. N. Dhoundiyal ) ( V. 8. Malimath )
Member {A) ' Chairman

rejected,



