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JUDGMENT ]

X as per Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan, Member(Aqﬁinistrative) 1
l

Heard Sri K.C.Timothy, applicant-in-person and
I

Sri K.Bhaskara Rpo, learned Standing Counsel for the
]

respondents, |
i

2, This Review Application is filed by the app-
[

licant in the OA against the dismissal of the 0.A,

The main contentions brought out in the R.&; are as

follows:= '

(1) The duties of Foreman when he was'ié'the
respondent organisation were not indicatedlky an
order and as he had performed the duties o# Senior
Scientific Officer Gr.II (SSO Gr.II for sh#rt), he

is eligible to be remunerated on that basis.
I

(i1) As there was no post of Foreman at:#he
relevant time when he was posted and desidhated as
Foreman uﬁZQ@h discharged the duties of hiéher post,
he should be considered for promotion as~$@-uas—
discharging—the duties 55 the post of SSOQGr.II.
The view taken by this Tribunal in upholding the
contentions of the respondenss that there”was a post
of Foreman available at that time on the basis of
the letter as indicated in para-20 of th;:judgment
dt. 22,9.1995 in the OA is an apparent e##or,ﬂand
hence the judgment in the OA needs reconéideration.

l‘l ll .
3. The first contention that he has t¢ be remunerated
on the basis m that he was discharging tﬁe duties
of SS0 Gr.II has been clearly discussed hn the

I
judgment in paragraphs 9, 12, & 19 and the Tribunal
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had come to!conclusion that he cannot bhe i

!
remunerated [as SSO Gr.II oh that basis.

Further, it was also indicated fin

para=-13 that the applicant was not educationally.

qualified to hold the post of SSO Gr.Ill. Hence,
when he is hot educationally qualified he has no

case to ask|for remuneration against thHat higher

post.

t
|

4, The) second contentlion was raised only

| :
in the Reviéw Application. Even then

him to prodﬁce the necessary relevant documents

. i

wherein such an averment was made disputing the

|

|

authenticity of the letters mentioned in the ’
: ,

Reply Statehent dt. 22.8,1%95, Even if
no case hasi been made out regarding the

ticity of t?e above mentioned letters.

able to point out the relevant portion

to this conpentioh either in his OA or
: i
RA., Hence, we see no error apparent in

on this ctht.

5. In viiew of the above, we find e

is no meriﬁ in the RA and hence this RF is dis-

missed, [

| . |
M ‘
(R. Rangardjan) I (M.G.ll

Member (Adnn, ) | Vice

Dated 29th March, 1996.
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