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X As per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member {Admn,) X

Mre.K.Venkateswara Rao, learned counsel for the

applicant and Mr,V.Bhimanna, learnes standing counsel for

the respondents,

2, The applicant in this O4 has filed this RA for

revieving the juigement 5% this Bench dated 1C,9.98,

3. The main point 4w« the applicant wants to insist

is thet the CA was dismissed without looking into the

records in regard to the selection made on the basis of

the second notification, ie submits that the private
responCent# having failed £o qualify in the first notification
coulé not have been selected in the second notification and

hence perusal of the record is essential,

4, This Bench normally peruses the gecords before

a2sing any order in similar cases,
p ¥

5. We heard the arguments of the learned counsel for
the applicant, We have given the reasons for dismissing
the OA elepborstely in paras-4 and 5 of the jutdgement, The

applicant having submitteé himself to the seconé notification
gm*?‘wﬂw"' .

cannot challenge that notification ks pezggggﬁgggggzzaggggh,

No further relief can be given to the avplicant in view of
the above view point, TFurther the possibility of the
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private respondent to qualify for the post cannot be
vty My v Coilig acfeclid

rales) outé It i85 not for the Tribungl to see whether the

private responCent qualified in the second notifization or

onsider whether )
not, It is for the department to Zc the cancicate is

eligible for appointment ot not,

-

€ The applicant also submits that the _]uatuiﬁ;:mtmn

'for issuing the notification is altered | ~which is not

necessary to look inte, . He should challsnge the notification

and obtain ©OIders goon after the issue of the notification,

7 From the above analysis it is evicent Ehat there iz no

error in the judgement, henTce the RA is dismissed. No costs,
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