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C8'!TR:\L . .:,Qf/1l NI.3 TRr. Tl'.1E THl BU~Al.t ALLA~LL\BAD se-:c H 

A LL \ f !/\ BAD 

D ..... TED : TI-i l J THE 1GAY ...JF J1~UnrlY 1998 

Revie.v cippliccition n o . 39/95 in u . A.No .1446 of 1992 

vers us 

U1 ion of Indio & ot her s - -

Or l er 

.. ... - - ~ - -

- - - - - . - -

- Aµp lic.n t 
in p ers on 

Respondents 

This op~ licGti on hus been fi led by the 

dpplicdnt in 0 .A.No . 1446/9? s e~k ing rev i ew of the 

judgrnent ond order d oted 27 . 1 . 1995 t y \vh ich the s•id 
. 

0 . A. 1.Jo S d ismi s:>ed . In the m1 f0r ~·s•id 0 . .... . , thf' •pp lia.i1ic 

s ought a d ir~ction f Or -cid i ti ~n Of 20 percent Cf nis 

def:-Utoti on {duty ) ~ l l o ... .-nce \,h ich h ~ W• s dr~ .v ing for 

di .,ch.,rging function in the higne r f-Ost of i-\CCOl.J1 ts 

Of fic er in additi on to his t. sic P•Y ln the grode Of 

Jr . Ac counts Officer , o S ~Grt Of th~ emol uments for 

fixation of ~·Y in the ~·Y sc•l@ r~vis ~d on the t>..s i s 

of f ourth P• Y commis sion wit h effect f r om 1.1.1986. 

Th e v•rious µ l e.is were considered e nd the Tribun.i l cem~ 

t o th~ conclusion tn.t tne s•id deput.:tion ( duty ) 

• llo~~•ncf! c oul d not b~ t a1'<1tn o S psrt of the emolum~ntc; 

within th~ ~urvi~w of C:S( RP) Rul~s 1986 . 

/ . · • ..n~n the Rfllv iew •pp lic.ition o•m• ~ for 

h~•ring , th~ •P· lio• nt hi ms@lf •dv~need his 

Th ~ ~spondents w~re re~resented by Sri 

3 . 

submi ssions m.d e in th• R•v 

outset, it must b• st ~t 
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• lre .dy pronounced C•n b., r"v1.,wed only if it is 

sh own to b• SUff .. ring from or.y "rror "PP•r~nt in th. 

f~c... of the record or •f •r.y n.,w f-ct is brought out 

w•rN nting r~vi.,w of th., order •lre•dy P•ss<!d, providf'd 

such f • ct1 c ould nat b., brought out e•rlier d .. spite 
~x ~re isi ng due diligence. 

4 . 
The V• rious s ubmiss iuns '"•d" in the 

Revie"" d!-JJlic.tion •ctu.lly s"e!< to f;Oint out th.t , . -11...J 
<.t i f i fl i e e c on cl us i vn 

t 

erroneous on merit . 

trying to s .. y th.t this w.s ·~error in the foce Of 

the r ec ord, l d o not f inct if to Ce so , Th" "nt ire 

ucord h•s been consider<!CI •nd Nhil., the '"fi::&tt1 

L conclusion • rriv<!CI .. t m.y be ch.11.,ng<!Cf by filing .. n 

"PPe• l on the gound th.t it w•s err•neous on m~rit , 
it c• nn nt b~ ch• lleng<!CI on the grOlJ'ld tho1 t th.,r., W•s 

• ny •rror <ipp. rent in the - f. ce of th,. r • cord, Th us _, ~ 
the '""in ground for r " vi ~wing th" :>rd er do.,s not 

t'Xist . Ml•t the R"vi •w •pplic~nt is re.illy •sking for 

is reo1ppr .ds• l of the "ntir., ple•dings - to •rrive 

•t • concLJsion .vhich would b" fovour.bl., to him, 

$Uch o1n ex.,rcise obviously do.,s not li., ~ithin the 

snort comp•ss of • review jurisdiction. 

5 • 
The •PJ...lic.nt n.s •lso not brought out 

.. ny new Let , He hos rn.oinly tr.ver<!CI the focts th.t 

were ~ lr.,ody on record througn ~ 1-le.d-ings . 

" , 
o. 

Invie\v of the foregoing, I find no 

m•rit in this r"view •pp lic.tion •nd th• s.ime is 

•cc ordingly dismissed . P•rti&s to be,.r tbeil' 9llR, 
c osts . 


