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. 	. 	,/--•-a.- 	, Judgment Dassed by the learned Single Judge 

in 3riginal Application No.415 of 1991 disposed of on 

28.8.1992 is sought to be reviewed. The learned Single Judge 

held that the petitioner is not entitled to any monetary 

benefits as arrears a the et tioner had worked in the 

promotional post with effect from 11.1.1991; therefore, 

the learned Single Judge held that the petitioner cannot 

be entitled to errear salary from 31.11.1982 on the 

principle of 'No work No Pay'. '-"' , is order is sought to be 

reviewed. 

2. 	e have heard Mr.B.K.Sahao,learned counsel for the 

petitioner and Nr.Ashok Mishra, learned Standing Counsel. Iiw 

is ell settled that a judgment can be reviewed only on two 

grounds i.e. error epcarent on the face of the record; and 

where a  document could not be discovered by the oerson 

aggrieved despite due diligence exercised by him before 

the L arinro ocs concluded and the document has been 

unearthed later, then only a review application would lie. 

Ihis is the settled position of law so far as provisions 

contained in order 47 Rule 1 of the C:)de of Civil 	ocedure 

is concerned. Mr.Sah'oo submitted that there is an error 

apparent on the face of the reca rd, because this Bench did 

deal with the judgment placed by Mr.Sho that the 

. 	even though he has not 

is an error apparent 

he face of the record. We are unable to accept the 

esaid submission o:E Mr.Sahoc, because the judgments 

ed upon by Nr.Sahoo had no aplication to the facts 

:he oresent case. There are 'jlethora of judgments of 
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in which 	Lordshjos hove held 

inciole of 'No ork No Pays arrear salary 

should not be allowed. At the worst, it may amount to 

taking of an erroneous view which does not attract the 

Drovisions contained under Order 47 Rule 1 :jf the Code 

of Civil procedure. Therefore, we find no merit in this 

E)ijcatiDn which stnds dismissed leaving the 7Orties 

to hear tji 	wn 	st, 

NEMBE 	 IV) 
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Cuttc3ç Bench, Cuttack 
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