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2. Paras L0 t

2

ORDER

r. This Revi Applioation u/s t4 (4) (F) of AFT Act 2007 read in conjunction

with Rule 18 (1) of AFT (Procedure) Rules, 2008 to review the order of this Bench

dated 7tn Decem r 2018 in OA 64/2018 is taken up for order.

13 of the O. A are set out as under:

" 70. we

reckonoble

consistently

We confirm

the period u

ave perused all the CRs of the officer during the

period. lt is observed that the officer hos been

raded Above Average to Outstanding in all his reports.

at thgre is no oberration whatsoever in his reports for
r review which have been assailed by the opplicant.

1L. Duri the first SB of the officer which held on 20.1"L.20L3, it
is confirm that out of total 765 officers, 50 officers were selected

and the me t position of the opplicant was ot Ser. No. 59. In the

next Selecti n Boond which wqs held on 26.11.20L4; L30 officers

red and of whom 28 only were selected for the rank of
Brigadier. applicant's merit was at Ser. No. 47.

1-2. lt is bserved thot despite obtaining excellent reports, the

applicont s not selected for the ronk of Brigodier in the first two

SBs being lo r down in the order of merit. It is further reiterated

that none o the CRs of the officer require any interference as they

contoin Out

apprehensio

anding / Above Average Gradings. The applicant's

ore misplaced and no injustice has been done to him.

13. A ngly, this O. A. (O. A. No. 64/2018) deserves to be

dismissed dism|ssed.

plication, Para t2 and 13 have

were con

3. Vide Review

quoting order XLVI of CPC as well as Article 14 of the

been assailed by the applicant

Constitution.

nd no error apparent on the face of the record in our judgment.

sufficient reason to review the judgment.

Application is accordingly dismissed and disposed of.

to cost.

4. However, we

Neither we find a

This Revi

No order a



3

held, if any, to be retul"nec to the Respondents by the7. Original cvme

Registry on pro r rgcei

8. Let a plai

supplied to all th

cqpy

pqrti

(LT GEN GAUT Mpo
rsriRA

order, druly counter-srignld by the Tribunal Officer, be

rolbserva nce of requigite 
Jormalities.

'this
upon

Y) (JUSTTCE TNDTRA SHAH)

MEMBER (JUDtCTAL)MEMBER (ADMI VE)

UG


