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In this Review Petition the petitioners who 

are the respondents in the original OA have sought 

review of the judgement on the ground that the 

clarification issued by department vide their 

Circular No, 2_20/95_PAP dated 24.7,1995 is based 

on F.R.  22(iii). This clause is part of F.F. 22(111) 

and is in replacement of.  old F.R. 30 and therefore 

the fixation of pay under F.R. 22 is required to be 

fixed by taking the provisions under F.R. 22 (iii) 

also into account. The F.R. 22 (III) reads as under :- 

U  (III) For the purpose of this rule, 
the appointment shall not be deemed to 
involve the assumption of duties and 
responsibilities of greater importance 
if the post to which it is made is on 
the same scale of pay as the post, other 
than a tenure post, which the Government 
servant holds on a regular basis at the 
time of his promotion or appointment or 
on a scale of pay identical therewIth." 

2. 	The basic assumption in this F.R. which 

was alsoproduced in Circular dated 24.7.1995 is 

that if the scales of posts which the applicant 

was holding before promotion and the scale to which 
will 

he was promoted are identical,en itLbe treated as 

postswith the same responsibility. This aspect has 

been discussed in Para 6 of the judgement and it is 

categorically held that this assumption is not correct. 



Therefore, I do not see any justification for 

reviewing the judgement which has already been 

pronounced in this case. The assumption which 
equality 

the administration had made that 	in Grade 

would 	 mean equity in duties and 

responsibilities has not been accepted by the 

Tribunal, 	he grounds which, have been brought 

out by the petitioners in the review petition 

can form ground for appeal against the judgement 

but do not form ground for reviewing the judgement, 

The Review Petition is, therefore, dismissed. 
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