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This Rex/ieu application has baen ^iled

aaainst the judgment and order dated 22nd August,

1995, The aaplicant was allotted some arbitration

work for which some special pay was admissible from

the M.T.N.L, When a person goes"'on deputation

there are three parties involvad and these are the

deput ationist, the parent department and the

borrowing department and the terms and conditions

are already decided by the biPi>i?'»!''ii|jiin,Q department.

The work assigned to a person is not a patt of

the terms and conditions of deputation. It is

for the borrowing department to assign any wori^

to pay any special pay or not to pay when he is

shifted from that work and since the payment was

to be made by the M, T, N.L, and the change regarding

allocation of work was also made by them, no

relief can be granted against the M.T, N.L, since

there is no notification under Section 14(2) of the

(a CAj>^ct, 1̂*'̂ 85 in respect of
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under the Jurie^rt^of the Trlbunel. No rell^
can b8 granted ia^tha Gouarnment sinca the
Go ver nmsnt is not^omnph anf +• „compstant to assign tha work

end this is not a part of terms and conditions
of deputation and accordingly, the application

dismissed in limini at tha admission stags itsalf
ainca the raiiaf prayed for uas against the
H.T.N.L. and cannot be granted by tha Government.
Reviey of judgment can be allowed on tha
threo grounds, namely;

a) discovery of naw and important material
or sv/xcisncs* uhxph af wnxcnp after the exercise

of due diligence, uas not within

the knouladge of the applicant or could
not be produced by him at the time when the
order uas passed;

t.) There was some mistaka or error apparent
on the face of the record which could

materially change tha complsxion of the
judgment; and

c) for any other sufficient reason.

After goining through the reviau application,
I do not find discouery of any new and important
material or evidence, which could not be produced
by the applicant at the time when th^ nrH«,y.uiiien tna order uas made,

- 8 is no othar sufficient reason warranting the
reuieu of the judgment and accordingly, the review
application is summarily dismissed under Order 47
Rule 4(i) of the Code of Civil Procedure.

( S. K. Singh/ ) /
1*1 ember ( a)


