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IN THE CENTPAL ADMINISTRATIVE TPIBUNAL, JAIPUPN BENCH, JAIPUR. 

R..A.No.:•7/95 Date of order: 17.10.1995 

Union of India & Ors. Applicants 

Vs. 

N.O.Sharma : Respondents 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.O.P.Sharma, Member(Adm) 

Hon'ble M~.Ratan P~akash, Member(Judl) 

PER HON'BLE MR.O.P.SHARMA, MEMBEP(ADM.). 

In this Peview Application, the Union of India and 

ce~tain others who were official respondents in O.A.No.895/9~ 

Sh~i N.O.Sharma Va. Union of India & Ors, have sought a review 

of the o~der dated 31.8.1995 passed in the said O.A. 

2. In ths o~de~ dated 31.8.1995, the Tribunal had held that 

the applicant should be p~esumed to have b~en p~omoted to th~ 

:Jn the 
senior scale Ps.ll00-1600 L~ th~ 

recommendations of 
DPC held in Dec~mbe~ 1980 and 

that h·= would be entitl~d ,_ -
L'-' incL-·~ments falling due after the 

applicant's fitness t:.L-omc:•t ion the 

~ecommendations of the DPC held in Dec. 1980. was given because 

that had •: a t ·=go r i c.:, ll y th.sir 

inability befor·~ the Tribunal to produce th.:;;. r.:;.:or•Js of the 

DPC or othe~ ~ecorda relating to the consideration of the case 

of the applicant for promotion on the ground that these were 

now not available as these pertain to 1980. 

regarding entitlement to increment was given because the 

applicant WetS ,],~·~m,;:d t .:. h.::t V•:o- cont in u•=d in S•:o-rv ic.: t i 11 his 

formal orders being required to be passed. 

2. The official respondents in the O.A, who have n6w sought 
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the Tribunal h&v~ stated th&t Annx.R2 

communication to be &nn~xed was the one which is now &nnexed 

as E:·:.II to th.~ pr::;;a.=:ni: P.·=:vi.2w Applic&tion. This documEnt 

Ex.II dated ~0.1~.80 is a communication from the General 

bE2n 

considered and it is regretted th&t he has not been found fit 

for promotion to senior scale. The earlier communication 

applicant had misbeh&ved in the DEE(W) 's office. Therefore, on 

.sho\{S i:hat th·~ applicant uas found unfit for pronwtion to 

senior scala, they have sought a r~view of the finding of the 

Tr ibtmal th<:tt should deemed to have been 

Tribunal' 2. cl i L·,:;ct ion for ·~p.:- &nt of incrementa from 10. 8. 1976, 

prayer for rev ievJ. 

3. As reg&rds the di~ection relating to th2 promotion of the 

a ppl i cant to .sen ioJ: a c.=, 1·=- fL-.:>iTI D•=:c. 1980, it is no ck·ub t true 

that the earlier Annx.A~ anna~ed to the reply to the O.A was 

the applicant had b~an found unfit for promotion. This however 

was not onl7 the ground on which the a~ermenta of the parties 

2.eeJ:ing that ctppl ic&nt was found unfit for 

promotion had not been accepted. The oth~r reason was that the 

respondents had e~presaad their inability to produce the 

consideration of - ·'= I_I.L the applicant for 
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promot ic:·n by t.h~ DPC. Th~r~ is nc:• mention about th~ records 

availctbl.:: •:::v-=n now. in th·= abs·:::nc.= • .c 
1_1 j_ the 

original r6c6rds the contents of the communication Annx.Ex. II 

cannot b~ reli~d upon for comin•::J to the conclL1si.::ll-, tha.i: the 

appl i·:ant was found unfit 

c i rcums tan·::-=s, 

0 n the recommendations o£ 
for promotion f. -· the DPC. In these 

.c- --
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Tribunal in so far as it contains directions for promotion of 

regards grant of increments, no specific prayer has been made 

1n the Feview Application for se:ting a review of the findings 

of the Tribunal in this regard. 

4. In t h·:: P.:v i.::w is 

rejected in limine. 
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Member(J) r1ember (A) • 
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