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In the Central Administrative Tribunal 
Bangalore Bench 

Bangalore 

11 Applicant 

PlC Leelavathi 

Advocate for Applicant 

Sh fIR Achar 

ORDER SHEET 

Review Application inOA 
	14........ 4.... of 1995 
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UOI by P1/0 Labour, N.Dli & 018 

Advocate for Respondent 

Date 	 Office Notes 	
I 	

Orders of Tribunal 

.1 	
VR[MA]/ANV [MJ] 
27th January T995 

ORDER 

1 • 	The contention of the review 

applicant is that the Tribunal 

has committed an error in acceptinç 

the contention of the department 

that the post to which Sethuraman 

was posted was upgraded and there-

fore that vacancy cannot be counted 

in as much as the said Sethuraman 

had in O.A. No.1718/88 had only 

sought to restore/implement the 

pay scale of Rs.550-750 which 

was granted in February 1987 where-

as Shri Chandrasekharan was appoin- 

( •, 	 ted to the post in January 1987 

( 	Jh 	 by treating what was at that time 
L) 	 43 )r 
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a single 	post 	in the 	scale 	of 

R .550-750 as unreserved. 	Annexure 

A 3 	which 	wrongly 	referred 	to 

Annexure A-S dated 27.7.1993 itself 

makes it 	abundently 	clear 	that 

the post 	falls 	in 	18th 	point 	in 

40 point 	roster which 	is 	unreser- 

VE , but this is a carried forward 

vacancy for 	SC 	to 	be 	filled 	up 

and accordIngly action 	was 	taken. 

In our 	discussion 	we 	have 	consi- 

dE ed all: the contentions of review 

a ?licant in detail. 	The 	jrievance 

of the 	review 	applicant. is 	that 

the decision 	is 	erroneous 	which 

carnot be termed as an error appa- 

rE t 	on 	the 	face 	of 	the 	record. 

T is this Review Application lacks 

me:it and the same is rejected. 
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