
IN TAE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
ALLAHABAD EFeCH, ALLAHABAD. 

Review Application 7,J0, 5 of 2001, 
Tn 

Original Application no. 685 of 1996. 

thiS the  ‘r2Okay of April'2001. 

eLE 	RAFT° UDDIN, 1 :ABER (J) 

 

Union of India through General manager, 	Railway, Gora 

& Others 
Applicants. 

Versus. 

Prased, 	la. 	e.N. Prased, R/o Shaeun Shanker?uri, 

Sector 3, e.0.,Jungal Saligram, Gorekhpur. 

Respondent. 

ORDER 

This Review petition has been filed be the 

respondents to review thy, order dated 2e.9.2000 passed in 0 . 

no, 585 of 1996. The said n.A. no. 685/96 vide order, in 

question, was allowed and the following orders were passed 

"For the reasons stated above, the O.A. is 
allowed and the respondents are directed to 'ay 
the entire amount of gratuity, pension, tprov d( 
Fund, GIS, leave encashment-and other retira 
benefits calculated e rs.4375/- permonth as a ler 
alongwith interest e 12e till the date of palmen 
to the applicant within a period of three mo ths 
fro,n the date of communiccetion of this order. 
There shall be no order as to costs." 

2. 	 STowe the respondents have filed t, , is Revicw 

petition on te- following grounds: 

"1, Because adnictedly the basic pay of th rr 
 

applicant was not reduced from Ps. 43275/5ege 
month to s, 4125/- eer month as mention In a4 
no, 1 line nos. 5 	9 of the order and judgme t 

2. Because in para-4 of the order & judgment, the 
Hon'ble Tribunal has taken a cognizance of th 
fact that before reducing the basic pay, no 
opportunity whatsowever had been given to the 
applicant, although circulars filed by the 
respondents in the counter reply were duly 
considered in pare 7 of the enetosed order & 
judgment and as such straightway direction fo 
payment of the benefits alongw!th interest is 
prima-f,-Icie against the intention of the Hon' 'le 
Tribunal as during the course of the argument-, 
the Hon'ble Tribenal was convinced for remand,ng 
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the matter for issuance of a show-cause not ce. 

3. Tt is ohviouS that the grounds mentioned ar 

beyond the scope of review because the respondents seek 

review of the order on merit, which js not permissible under 

the scope of review jurisdiction. There is no:material 

record to conclude that the intention of this Tribunal wa 

to remand the case to the respondents for givinc , an armor •unity 

to the applicant before reducing his pay. The review net'tion 

is misconceived and not maintainable. 

4. T$  nowever, ftund that there is one typoar •phica 

error in line nos. 5 & 9 of pare 1 of the order. The co rect 

amount should be 4375/- instead. of 43275/-, which require 

correction. The typograpnical error is accordingly corre' ted. 

5. in view of the above, the RevieWcTetition 

lacks merit and is accordingly dismissed. 

( J) 
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