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IN lliE CENTnAL ADI.UNIS TRA fiVS fiUBUNAL, ALLAHABAD 

A.I.)I.JlTluNAL BENCH Af ALl..AtiABAO 

All41hebed : Deted this Cf~ .d•y of Jenuery, !997 

Review Applic.tio n No. ~C) of !995 

In 

Ori'dinel Applicetion No. 1106 of 1994 

Dis~£ict : Kinpur 

CUMM;-

Ho n • b 1 e Mr. S. Dis G.Jp ti , A. M. 

Vijoy B•h•our verm41 
~¢o sri Mew• S.•, " 
R/o 05!, Anend Vihar, 
NaubaS~41, Kenpu r & 7 Others ••••• Applic.nts 
(Sri M41lik S•Y ed, Advoc.ate) 

versus 

1. Cheirm41n, 
Ordin41nce Fec tory , Bo.rd, 
10- A, Aucklend aH• Hoad 
Celcutte. 

2. Genera! M•n•ger, 
Ordinence F •c"t.o ry , 
Kenpur. 

3. Unio n of I ndie, 
thr o ugh secret41ry of uefence, 

> New uelhi. 

0 R DE R 

By Hon'b!e ~~. S. Uis Gupte. A.M. 

Ihrouyh thi s ilpplic.tio n the epp licent hes 

soughrreview of the order d•ted 12-1-1995 by ~hich 

41 Bench of this fribune ! had dismissed ~he UA 

No .1106 of 1994. 
I 

2. 

ell working in the tc.de of mechinist in the urdnence 

Fectory, Kenpur h ~ d sought • direction for their 
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upgradation as ~chinist hi~hly skilled Grade II w.ef. 

16-10-1981. After considering ~e pleadings in the 

uA, the application was dismissed in limine on the 

ground that trade of Machinist was job evaluated by 

an Expert Classification Committee, which did not 

recommend up gradation as prayed for by the applicant, 

nor such upgradation was recommended even by a subsequent 

committee kno~n as Anamoloies Committee. ln these 
~ 

circumstances, relying ~the ratio of the decision 

of the hon•ble Supreme Court in the case of Shy«m Baby 

Vs. UOI, it was held that a cl.ssification made by a 

body of expert after fully st.udying and analysing 

work cannot be disturbed except for strong reasons 

which indicate that the classification m1de was 

3. The review application has been filed beyond 

the period of limit.-tion prescribed in the Act. An 

application has been filed for condonation of delay 

but the explanation given does not appear to be 

satisfactory. Nevertheless, we proceeded to examine 

the averments made in the review application on merit. 

4. The grounds taken in the review application are 

that the Tribun.-1 did not consider the evidence on 

record and passed the impugned order without considering 

the facts and circumstances of the case. The further 

ground taken is that all the applicants are Machinists 

and, they are doing the job which is equated to 

job of other tradesman and, therefore, th9f deserve 

upgradation on the basis of their jobs. 

5. It is settled law that a judgement and order 

already passed can be reviewed only if the said 

order is shown to be suffering from aOf error apparent 

on the face of ~ecord or if any n~w fact is brought 
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out warranting review of the order already passed 

provided such fact could not be brought out earlier 

despite exercise of due diligence. 

6. The order by the Tribunal does not appear 

to suffer from afl( error apparent on the face of record. 

Also no fresh fact has been brought out by the applicant 

v.hich would necessitate review of the order already passed. 

7. Ihe review application has no merit and the same 

i s dismissed accordingly. 

~ II 

Me (J) Member (A) ... 

Uube/ 

. . . 

• 

' 

• 


