'.THE HON BLE MR. JUSTICE AMITAV BANERJI CHAIRMAN‘

,c0gnlzance of the memornadum of 1nter1m settlement allowed

«limited; : The Judgement can ‘be rev1ewed only if there
-is. an error apparent on the face ‘of the record or some
‘néWf_f§Qt54 have -come to the notlce .whrch :had escaped -

earlier even‘ after exerc1s1ng due - dlligenCe. : As far
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‘ | These_l Review Appllcatlons have ~been filed
b&A-the petitioner' (Respondents ~1n OAs) praylng for the
review of the Judgement in OA No. 553/87 and 1264/87 de11vered-
on -1, 11 1990. The petltloner has submitted that the bas1s
of the Hon 'ble Tr1buna1 s dec1s1on rests on the premlse
that in the absence of the concurrence of the UPSC for ‘ﬂ
-relaxation of the rules for the perlod 11 1 1976 to 31.12. 90f'ﬁ

to f111 up the d1rect recrult vacanc1es by promotees cannotﬁ ‘

be legally susta1ned The fact hoﬁever is that the'é
UPSC - had agreed to the relaxatlon of the -rules v1de their
letter No. F 3/9(1)/89 SW dated 1.1.1990. Another ground|

advanced for rev1ew 1s that the" Judgement has not taken

by the Hon ble Tr1buna1 1n 1ts order dated 16.2.1990. —

Pe

The' scope of the rev1ew 'app11cat10n is very



_orders vide order dated 16 2;:

. Member (A

'Pas the letter of the UPSC dcted 1 1. 1990 is concerned

the same was in ‘the possession - of the petitioner on
8 1,1890 ° well hefore the Judgement was' pronoﬂhced.
Despite this it vas maintained by the respondents in',-
the OA that UPSC had not agreed to the relaxatiOn of )
the Rules. The Tribunal was iully aware of the memorandum o

.of settlement when' it modified the earlier interim:;

<990.- The Tribunal hasf5f7

not put its seal of authority on the memorandum of}f

‘understanding between the respective parties as’ finalf

R

_settlement nor .~was this the intention of the parties

~to the IOAs.'” This was only ,anv 1nter1m measure. ’The

prayer made ufor review1ng thev judgement thereore.

does not come w1th1n the scope of rev1ew and is accordlngly

rejected.
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