Cantral Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench, New D=slhi

ftegn, No,RA-131/89 In Dates 23- '°~8&9
0A-293/88

Shri poDo Makkar ce oo patitioner
Yarsus

Jnion of India & Ors, eees HRaspondants

CORAM: Hon'bls Shri P.K. Kartha, Vicz-Chairman (Judl,)
Hon'bls Shri P.C. Jain, Administrative Member,

ORDELR

(delivered by Hon'ble Shri P.K. Kartha)

The original applicant in 0A-293/88 has filed the

present pstition sseking review of the Tribunal's judge-
mant dated\Srd August, 1989, In the said 0.A., h2 had
prayed for a direction to thz r=spondznts to promote him
to the Junior Administrative Grade w.2.fe. 14,7.1988, the
date from which his junior,Shri V.P, Jain, h=zs been
promoted and to quash th2 rscordad warning dat=d 18,9,85,
After hearing the applicant in person and ths lzarned

{ counszal Fﬁr the raspondznts, the Tribunal quashed ths
proceedings of the 3,P,C. dated 9.,£.,1988 so far as they
r2late to tha casz of the applicant and diractad that the
rzspondants shall convane a review D.P.C. within six

and that

weeks on the rec2ipt of the judgemant £~ the racorded
warning dated 18,9,1585 and tha confidential feport for
th: period 30,3,1985 to 31,12,1985 shoul;Z§é :;ken into
account by the Review D,P.C. If the Reviaw D,P.C, finds :
the applicant fit for promotion in the Junior Administrative
SGrade, haz shall be allowzd such promotion w,2,f, the date §
his junior Shri V.P. Jain was promotzd, with all conse- %

quential banzfits in ragard to pay and allowanczs and

further chancss of promotion, etc,, if any,
Or—
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2. We have car=fully gone through the pstition in
which thz petitionerstates that he feals aggrievads that
the judgement is silent on the vexad qu2stion of the
illegal inclusion of Shri V.2, Jain in thz zone of
consideration for promotion by mala fide intentional
corrigendum datead 21.,5.71988 to the Gazette of India
Notification dated 1.,6,1985 shortly bafore special D.P.C,
h=21d on 9,5,1988, Thé natitionser has not onointed out any
error apparant on thes face of the judgemant, nor has he
brought out any nau facts warranting a review of the
judgemsnt, What hes really s=2:ks in the prasent netition
is to redppraise tha evidasnce, This is not permissible
in a review petition, UWe ses no marit in the prasant

pe2tition and the samz is dismissed,
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(P.C, Jain)’ (P.K. Kartha)
Administrative Mamber Vice-Chairman(Judl.)




