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Review APPLICATIQN No: 4 of 1995 in OR.NO.22/94,
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APPLICANTS ). M.C.Leekavethi,
. v/s.

RESPCNDENTc :~ Union of Indis by M/o.Lebour,N.Delhi and others.,

!

Te

1. Sri,M,Reghavéndra Achar,Adyocate,

' : No.1074 and 1075, Fourth Cross,

Second Main,Sreenivesanagar,
Bangalore-560 050,

{

, Suhject s~ F?Iwaiding nf cepins of the Order-~ Passed by the
. Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangalata,

PTeaSe-find‘e%°l°sed’herewith a copy of thé*ORDER/
STAY QRDER/I%TERIM ORDER/ Passed by this Tribunal i the above

mentioned.apﬁlication(s) on _27th Jepuary, 1995,
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Applicant

MC Leelavathi

Advocate for Applicant
Sh MR Achar

In, the Central Administrative Tribunal

Review

Application No

Bangalore Bench .
Bangalore

- ORDER SHEET

in OA 22/94

.L{ of 1995

Respondent

uol by m/0 Labour, N.D1i & ors

Advocate for Respondent

Date

Office Notes

Orders of Tribunal

| VRINMA]/ANY [M3)

27th January 1995

ORDER

1. The contention of the review

| applicant is that . the Tribunal

i has committed an error in accepting
| the contention of the department
that the post to thch Sethuraman
{ was posted was upgraded and there-~
fore that vacancy cannot be counted
in as much as the said Sethuraman
‘had in O0.A. No.1718/88 had only
sought  to restore/implement the
{pay scale of Rs.550-750 which
was grantedAin February 1987 where-
as Shri Chandrasekharan was appoin-

ted to the post in January 1987

by treating what was at that time
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Orders of Tribunal : (\

a.

single post ip the- sca]_.'e of

Rg.550-750 as unreserved; Annexure

A-

3 which wrongly ' referred to

Anmnexure A-5 dated 27.7.1_-993_ itself

40

In

.

markes it abundehtly ¢1ear ‘that

point roster which is unreser-

ved} but this ‘is a carried forward

vacancy for SC to be filled up

our discussion we have consi-

defred all” the contenﬁiqns of review

- applicant in detail. The Igrievance

of

ca

Xe

the review applicant. is that

the decision 1is erroneous '_which

hnot be terméd'as an error appa;

Mt on the face of the record.

Thuus this Review Application lacks

me#it and the same is rejected.
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Central Administrative Tribunal
Bangalore Bench
Bangalore

the post falls in 18th point in

and accordingly action was taken.
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