/. d - NT NISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD

\ Allahabad, this the_lst day of_ June, 2000,

X CORAM : Hon'ble Mr, S. Dayal, Member (A)
Hon'ble Mr., Rafig Uddin, Member (J)

REVIEW APPLICATION NO, 55 of 1995
IN

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO, 1125 of 1992

Ajit Kumar Mishra aged about
& 38 years son of Shri R,D, Mishra
& resident of Military Farm Allahabad

«es.Applicant
C/A Shri M.K. Upadhyay

Versus
1. Union of India through the

Defence Secretary, Ministry of
Defence, New Delhi

2, Quartermaster General
Army Headguarters
Sena Bhawan, New De lhi

'3 3. Dy Director General of Military Farms
Army Headgquarters, QMG's Br
West Block III ' "l
R.K, Furam g .
New Delhi
4, Departmental Promotion Q m i
thl‘-WQh* 'BY' -Bip;&tw Gi ff“"‘f’ of Milita
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This Beview Petition has been filed for review
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»F mrdec of 2 Division Bench of this Tribunal in O.A,
%o, 1125/Sl. The order was passed on 08,03.1995, By o

thiz mrser the application was dismissed as no merit
was “oomd in the contentions of the applicant,

- ) The zrplicant has filed this Review Petition
comeading that rule 3 of CSR of 1986 is mandatory

am: That the Tribunal has erroncously held that they were
fpst administrative instructions, It is also contended
That = certificate is recuired to be issued for an year
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im which DFC was not held that no vacancies are to be

£i1%3 =r by promotion. It has also been contended that
thers Is = factual error in the statement that the applicant
haf sowhere averred that his services had been totally
withogt blsmish, It is contended that if these three
Fartors had been taken into account the order would have
b==m In fawyour of the applicant,

3. Arguments of Shri M.K. Upadhyay for the
zrgplicant and Shri S.C, Tripathi for the respondents
*=y= been heard.,

L. The Division Bench had considered rule 3 of

TSE and after considering the CSR has held that the
srocasdings of DFC held in a suhsaqmnt gog r in Which
wacanciss of earlier years have been '1 en ,-i ﬁ‘*.. : ,.-- |
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applicant had not averred that his services have been

totally without blemish and that his ACR are not adverse,
The applicant, it seems has claimed that he had an
unblemished career of 17 years but the Division Bench

took into account the fact that the applicant was facing
a departmental incuiry and that he himself had stated
that recommendations regarding his promotion were kept

in sealed cover.

6. Under the circumstances we find no merit in

the Review Application and the same is dismissed.

Member ( Member (A)




