Allahdbad this the 13th day of

Heview Application no. 14 of 1998 |
in '

Original Application no. 1595 of 1992,

e Hon'ble Mr, 5. Dayal, ~dministrative Nember

_Hon'ble Mr. Rafig Uddin, Judicial Memter

Surya Kant Kainthola, 3/0 3hri V.D. Kainthola,
Lower Division Clerk,

Lal Bahadur -hastri Naticnal Academy of
~dministrdation, Mussoorie.

«os +pplicant

C/a 3hri K.P. Mishra

Versus
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Union of India

5 through Ministry of Personnel,
Public Grievance & Penaion
Development of Personnel & Training.
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d 2. lal Bahadur shastri National Academy
a of Administration, Mussoorie through its

A
Directors. o
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Hon'ble Mr., 5. Dayal, iember-A.

This is a review application, seeking recall

of order passed in U.Ae -1-595 of -1-992 dated 07.08 -97-

25 By order dated 07.08.97 in O.A. 1595 of 1992
a Division Bench of this Tribunal had dismissed the

Jriginal Application.

Se In the review application, the review of the

order has. been sought on the ground that the conclusion
reached by the Authority passing the termination order

was perverseg/ and contrary to the record of the case.
~Aother ground on which the recall of the order was

sought is that the ground of termination was not;axsistedzkr
and the persons similarly situated has net: been issued
certificate of excell@nce and yet their services has

not been terminated: On the other hand the applicant
claims that he has been grnsted certificate of excell@nce
which should have been produced by the gespondents.

Another ground on which recall of the order has .sought

is that no prior opportunity of hearing;w&@hﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ih??é'1
the applicant before impugned order was pa ssed. The
applicant has also mentioned thzt the ratio of Arur

Case applied by the Division Bench of ri
passing the order are ngt‘app% {ﬁw
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performance of the applicant was reff)
annexure C-1 and C-11 to the counter affidavit.

Leam ed counsel for the applicent seeks to rely upqnf
annexure 1 and 2 of his review application. These documents
are certificate of commendation issued to the applicant.

On being asked as to whether these documents were produced

before the Division Bench of the Tripbunal, the answer of

the learned counsel for the applicént is in t he negative.

5 In any view of the matter the grounds on which
F

the order is sought to be recalldare not applicableirin

the application in réview, Theréfore, this application

for review is dismissed as lacking in merits.
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