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/

We have heard both sides on RA 127/2000 filea op

Union of India and Others seeking review of the TribinialAs

order dated 6.8.1999 in OA 2031/1994, Suresh Chand Vs.

Union of India and Others.

2, The ground taken bp respondents for review oi

the impugned order dated 6.8.99 is tnat the itvtuuiiai,

conmitted serious error in observing that there was no

separate seniority for the catering unit, because mere

was a seniority list exciusivelp for she catering unit to
cxnct

which applicants in this OA belonged,^thep therefore tould

nor 1i/torpolated in th^ panel dated Knxcii

related to other than Catering Unit.

3, iji this connection para 5 of the iiapugned

order dated 6.8.1999 reads as follows:-

"We have carefully considerea the
submissions of the learned counsel of
T>arties. W'e are satisfied witn one
contention of the applicants' counsel
that the applicants belong lo tne
Commercial Department. There was a



L

coffliiion seniority for theBu There is
no question of any separate seniority
for the Catering Unit. We have not
been shown by the counsel for the
respondents as to vrhen the separate
seniority for the Catering Unit has
come into existence."

4. From the above, it is abundantly clear that
- te fRt

the Tribunal after applying its mind^facts & circuiiistances

of the case had satisfied itself that applicants belonged

to the Cofflfflercial Department and there was a common

seniority for them, and there was no question of any

separaie seniority for the Catering Unit to which

applicant belonged. Hence this ground taken cannot oe

stateo to be an error apparent on the face of the record

to bring its within the scope an^ambit of Section 22(3).f)

oi rile Ai Act, 1985 read with Order 4 7 Rule 1 CPC, undei'

which alone any order/decision of the Tribunal can be

re iewed .

n ffit

rhat apart, we have also noticed that^RA lias been
filed after delay of nearly six months and although an MA

has been filed seeking condonation of delay^ the grounas

contained therein are neither specific nor satisfacrory.

6 RA 127/2000 is, therefore, di&ffiissed.

Dr. A. Vedai^alli )

Member (J)
/kd/
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