
8EFOE THE CErTRI\L 	NIT'/'TIVE TRIJI'PL 

BAN1L0E eENCH, Bi1\!GPLORE 

DATED THIS THE 3RD DECBER 12O, 

Prsnt: 	J,,sti,c' K.S.Puttsmv, 

	

Hnntbl, Shri, P.Srjnjvs2n 	Mrnbnr 

REVIEU APPLT.CPTION NO. 25/66 

N,9. L,hith2kshan 5/0 Sri.N, K.R9mrn, 
fijr, Cvi1n C1rk, CP1P 	c'irds 
Bnfllii! 5O 1'2. 	...0  tpp1Tc'nt 

v hri.K.Sridh,x dvrct,) 

VS 

Th: Vn.in 'f Inr", rorsntd 
by its Scrtry, Ministry of Dfinc, 
New D1hi Il. 

2. Th 0 rdititnt Cn.r1(tG/P1) 
P 	11t Puthnrity, Pdjit-nt 
Cnrr'1's Brnch, Army Hrr, 
DHQ Poet, N,j fliilhi 11. 

J. Th Offcr-in-Chrnp records, 
Cr,ros if Mi1itry Pn11c, 
B'nq21or.-42. 

4. Bishn R9rn, Upper Di 	Cl:. rk, 
ClIP R.c'rds, 8nq'lor'.4. 	....Rnsnonrte. 

(ev Shrl.lI.S.Pdmriri€h. .Pdvric't,) 

Tha pnnlic-tir'n hEs c,ma itp for hrinn bfor 

C':t t:d'y. Th V.c-Chirmn m,-,dm the, follouinq:- 

ORDER 

In this' 2onlc'tion, md 'i/s 22(3)(f)!? 

the Admjnjstrtiv, Tribun1s fact, 1°E5, the annllrprt 

huohi-. fr 	rnvi1w of r,iJr orc1tr modr. on 30.9.1996 in 

Poo1jcoton Nri;915,'95(T). In that Ord!ir we have st out 

ll the nc'nry fzct, contntions urged before 

us, and tho concl,jsion r-'chd by LS. 

cont.... 



2. 	Shri K. Sreedhar, lf2arned counsel for the applicant, 

contends that on..,  of the facts stated by us at paragraph 5 of 

the Order, viz, 'No Schduld Cast candidate was promoted in 

1976 and 1977' was fectually incorrect, and therof'ore, every 

one of the conclusions reached by us constitute an error 

apparent on the face of the record. 

3 • 	On perusing our order, we find that we were really 

discussinn two matters, viz, whether the SIC vacancy of an Upper 

Division Clerk which arose in 1973 at point 1 of the roster - 

assumino that such a roster should have been meintain:ed only 

after 27-11-1972 - had been actually filled up by a SC candidate 

and secondly if that were not the case, whether the said vacancy 

was rightly carried forward to 1980 and properly filled up by 

respondent 4 (a Scheduled Caste candidate) reverting the appli-

cant who had earlier been promoted to that vacancy. We held 

that the eppointmnt of Shri Tuck Dhari, a SC candidate, to 

the post n I UDC in 1973, hed become non est when the past was 

aboliohed and ha was reverted and that, therefore, we had to 

proceed on the assumption that the SC vacancy which arose in 

1973 had to be carried forward to three successive recruitment 

years. ecruitment to posts of UDC took place after 1973 only 

in 1976, 1977 and 1980 which, therefore, were the three recruit-

ment yars after 1973 • /s it happened one Shri Velunathan, a 

SC candidate, was promoted as (DC in 1977 but the respondents 

clarified that ha was INOT,  appointed egeinst the SC vacancy 

brought forward from 1973, but he was promoted by virtue of 

his seniority like any general candidate. That is why we 

disregarded Shr5. \Jelunathan's promotion as not affecting the 

position that the carried forward SC vacancy of 1973 remained 

unfilled till 1980 when the applicant was initially promoted. 

On this basis, we upheld the reversion of the applicant and 

the appointment of a SC candidate, Shri Bishon Sam, in his place. 

/ 
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That beinq so, the error, if any, in our earlier order when 

we statod that no SC candiiate was promoted in 1976 and 1977 

does not, in any way, affect the decision rendered in our order. 

Therefore, our order does not require to be reviewed. 

In the application, the applicant also wants us to 

reconsider our decision on certain other points. We cannot 

sit in appeal against our own order. 

We, therefore, see no 5ustif'ication for reviewing 

our earlier order. 

In the' result, we reject this application at the 

stage of admission itself withcut notice to the respondents. 

£UA5W44\ . 
Vice Chairman 

3.12.86 

P. 

(P.SRINIVMSAN) 
Member (A ) 

3.12.86 


