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RA No.35/2002 in OA No.2264/1999

Now uo.l hi , L.nis 4th ci&y or April, .iOOl

Hon bis Gnri jusfcics Ashok Ayrapvos, 1. onsiirrnsi'i
rlon'bls Shri H.P. Singh, Member (A)

M i" s. K ei n t. a. N a. y y ai r

versus

Union of" Inciici & Otnisrs

(!:i' y M r s. A v n i s n a h 1 a. w m x., A d v o c 3. t. s)

App 11 can't

K s s p o n P s n i.'. s

oy o n r 1 M . P . 31 n g li, hsi'fir? • ' c i-'-

oRBER I, i i'i c 1 rcu 1 a t i on j
j e r I At 1

This K e V :i e w A p p 1 i c 3 x. i o n i s 'f 11 s ci o n b S h 31 'f o T

i" s s p Q n dent s s e e K i n g r' e v i e w o r o u r 3 u cj g e m e n t d at t e d

_t 7 .09»2001 by w h 1 c n OA No.y2o4/1999 wa'iS cillov-jed with the

direction to responden'ts to pay the bailance cimourrt cf- Gi-M"

I'lfiCi interest on the Pelaiyed p'ciyment cf retiraii benefits

eind til so to refix 'the P'Sy of 'the aipplicaint in seie'et-i.on

cipcide w.e.f. 1.0.1991 and to ptiy him consc'Cjuentieil

Review is sought on tne ground tnat'f 11 s t n e r e o r „

e  IS an error on ti; r3ce or record, pjar11 cu 1 sir 1 y'i.'. CIS: re

W'hen the GPF amount wtis fully paiid to tne aipfolicaint wit.li

interest sind that't 3s pjer orcier darted 5.5.2000. wihicn Wt'is

passed pursuc-ii'v't 'to various 3i-idgemen ts of this Tr'.lpvunai

1. 1') 'S 8. p) p 1 i c a n t w 3 £> n o t s n 1111 e d t o s e 1 e c 11 o n s c a 1 e o r t h e

p.'Orst of PPiT w-e. f. 1.3.91 cis s>ne stood promoted ais

V.1 ce■■■ Pr 1 nc 1 p'eiI on 12.7.19/9 amd haid not comp'ieted .1.2

years service 'to become €:ligible to 'th€: selection scale

if the abo've ijosntion is correct, then it wats open to

I  [.> 11 j 111 s 1,. 1 h i o r 1 fi L li s a ppd. 1 c. a n t a 'Cco r din g 1 y l> y



passing a detailed, speaking and reasoned order

immediately. Instead, they have chosen to file the

present RA on S_2.. 2002 against the judgement dated

17.9.2001,

3. In view of the aforesaid position, we do not feel

that there is an error apparent on the face of record, as

alleged by the respondents, that would warrant a review

of our judgement supra, under section 22(3)(f) of AT Act,

1985 read with Order 47, Rule 1 CPC. In the

circustances, the present RA is not maintainable and is

accordi ng1y di smi ssed„
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