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RA.59/94 in OA.531/91 	 dt.1-11-96 

Judgement 

oral order (per Hon. Justice M. M.G. chaudhari, VC ) 

Mt. S. Ramakrishna Rao mentioned that Mr. G. V. Subba 

Rao, is unable to attend today •wing to some personal 

reasons. Ordinarily we would adjourn the matter on personal 

ground of the counsel. However, we find that the RA itself 

is more than two year old flxzt3sxnxtk*xnttnx and relates 

to the Ok of the year 1991. Hence, we are not inclined to 

adjourn the matter. 

Hence, we proceed to pass the •order acting under 

Rule 15(1) of CAT Procedure Rules,1957. Mr, V. Rajeswara 

Rao appears for the respondents. 

The order in the GA shows that after considering the 

merits of the CAse the OA was dismissed. The relief claimed 

by the applicant was for directing official respondents to 

fix her seniority as per service rules and the DPC recommen-

dations after quashing the order of Respondent-3 dated 

17-12-1990. The application was contested by the respondents. 

It was Weld that the placement of Resp.ndent-4 in the post 

of General Supervisor above the applicant was valid and there-

fore correcti.n made by the impugned order was not erroneous. 

It was noted that all the promoted candidates have to be 

placed in the sane seniority in which they worked in the 

immediate lower cadre in case of promotion on the basis of 

n.n-selecti,n,, which means promotions on the basis of seniority 

cum suitability and the impugned. decision of Respondent-3 was 

consistent with that rule. After going through review 

petition we find that the grounds rQised are relating to the 
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merits and the grievance is about the findings arrived at 
0 

by the Tribunal on the merits. Simply because the applicant 

feels that a different view can be taken on merits and ought 

to have been taken by the Court, that is not a ground for 
findings 

review. If the JJ. are erroneous the only remedy is by way 

of appeal. In the review petition the allegation is that 

Respondent-3 is acting in a biased manner as her rcpresenta-

tion. was not being heeded tojd that he was treating the 

applicant deliberatedJ.y with ma*fide intention. Is is also 

contended that applicaüà is entitled for direction to 

Respondent-S to fix up her seniority, as per Service Rules 

and DIC recommendation. These are the groundwhich have to 

be considered in the OA and do not amouat to any error 

apparent on the face of the record in the order passed by 

the Tribunal in the OA and thus, we find no merit in the PA 

and the same' is dismissed. 

(1k. Rangarajan) 
Meither (Admn .) 

(n.e. chaudhari) 
Vice Chairman 

Dated : November 196 
Dictated in Qpen Court I .  
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