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In this case though the re.spondents have not filed

their reply yet Sh, Mohit Madan,- learned proxy counsel for

respondents was heard. He state,s that conseqvi.ential benefits

have been deprived, to 3. sim.ila.r circumstances in. OA-2573/2001

Neela.m vs, Govt, of NCT of Delhi decided on 21,10,2002,

2, On the other hand,. learned counsel for the

resp.sondent,s -state-s that as it has been observed in the order

tnat tne case of tne applicant is on all fou.r>s covered, bv tho

decision in Birbal Singh Poonia's ca.se. There is an error

apparent on the face of record, so far as con.sequential

benefits are concerned.

.3 , After carefully going through the rival

contentions oi tne pa.rties .xeeping in view the decision of thR

Apex court in sxirjit Singh vs, Union of India reportod

1997 (10) see 592 where it is held that if a mistake

in

is

co.m.mitted that m.ust be corrected by way of review.
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4, We find from the perusal of the order that while

allowing the OA,, the Tribunal has observed the case of the

applicant as squarely covered in all fours by the decision of

the Poonia's case (supra) where consequential benefits

including back wages and seniority have been awarded. While

allowing the OA the directions were given in the present OA to

offer appointment to the applicant but there is no ob.servation

a,s to he consequential benefits. The d.ecision in Neelam.'s

case (supra) would be distniguishable as therein consequential

benefits though prayed for have been specifically denied and

in view of a statement by the counsel for applicant that he

will not claim, the arrear,s as a consequential benefits thus

benefit.s have not been accorded.

5. Whereas in the present case neither statement made

by the coun,sel for applicant nor Court has observed that

applicant has accord.ed. any such finding. In this view of the

matter, we have no hesitation in holding that there is an

error apparent on the face of record in so far a,s award of

consequential benefits to the applicnat. This finding has

been left out though the decision in Poonia's case was relied

where consequential benefits have .been accorded.

I

6, We allow this review and m.od.ify the deci.sion to

the extent that, an offer of appointment applicant shall also

be entitled to all consequential benefits inclu.d.ing backwages

which may be accorded within 3 m.onths from, the date of receiot

of a copy of this order.
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7, MA for connona.t-ion of delay is allowed for the

above reasons.

( R,K, UPADHYAYA )
Member (A)

(  SHANKER RAJU )
Member (J)
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