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(Delivered by Hon. K.S.Puttaswamy, V.C.) - 3
In this application made under Section 22@@ﬁﬂg;jf

of the Administretive Tribunals Act, 1985 (Act), the 1
applicant has sought for review of our orders dismissﬁﬁ@:fff
his Original Application No, 734 of 1986. |
2. In O.A, No. 734 of 1986 the applicant had
challengeed his non-promotion and the promotion of respon- i;,
dents no.4 & 5, On an examination of the contentions |
urged by both the sides we dismissed the application. .ﬁ?ﬁ?
8% Km, S.Srivastava, learned counsel for the iy
applicant, contends that the orcder made by us, which
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does not take note of the legal position of promotion on

seniority-cum~-fitness, or seniority subject to the
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rejection of unfitness, suffers from a petent error and
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justifies & review,
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4, Sri K.C. Sinha, learned counsel for the

respondents, contends thet the order made by us does not
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sufier from any patent error and does not justify'a-ppqﬁﬁﬁgf'”

55 We have perused our order, We are of thg.qi;;ayfﬁ

that the order made by us does not suffer from any P
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rejected.
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bear their own co

Dated: October 4, 1988,
PG.




