Central Administrative Tribunal, Lucknow Bench, Lucknow
Review " Application No.~60/2004 in 0.A. 144/97
this the s™ day of = August, 2004.

' HON'BLE SHRI S.P. ARYA, MEMBER (a)

.HON'BLE SHRI M.L. SAHNI, MEMBER (J)

Sr1 Prakash Slngh ) - : .:.,Applicant
By Advocate' ‘Sri Y. S. Lohit

Versus

‘CSIR and others : » . . .Respondents

ORDER (UNDER CIRCULATION)

BY HON BLE SHRI S.P. ARYA, MEMBER, (A)

3\;.,

, ThlS review appllcatlon has been flled by
kN

oy )
the applicang on the following . grounds:-

‘i) - - NBRI has' ; protected  the -ﬁay of 'Sri Ram

. Saran Tripathi w.e.f. 1990 though-he was - regularised

since 12.5.94. | - K

ii) CSIR circular“i dated 13.1.81 éro;ideé for
absorption ‘of » thosg.'.engaged iﬁ-prdjéct/schemes. .

iii) ' Direqtion’ ' sought , for applicant's

absorption with - consequentiai benefits and further

avenues taking' | into-.account his full 1length of
5sef§ice‘ w.e.f. . November 1981 does not become
'infrUCtuous by simply being given | regular
appoinfment.v .

iv) , Applicént should not have been deprivea of
- benefits of contihuous‘serﬁicei of ‘decades.

Su'- ' There is no justification for fixing the basic

miﬁimum of‘thé15cale.

vi) . The"coﬁtinuéus ~' service for fairly' long
perlod cannot be fortﬁitdus. |

vii) There is no reason in'péyiﬁg, Iesser pay to

¢

the appllcant on arbitrary reduced -fixation of pay.

*r_z. . No-——ceunter——reply -was—filed lny' ~the
;ﬁspoadeﬁtsr '
< RO . We do not find it necessary to' hebe the

pérties for dec¢iding the review. Therefore it is taken

up by circulation.
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3. - A perusal of the above grounds wQuld make

it cléar ‘that the applicnat is trying to reérgue

the case. The éédpe‘ of  review under - Rule ‘17-of the
CAT (Pfgcedure) Rulesf 1957 read with the provisions
contained "in Section 22.(5)(f)._ of the AT Act, 1985 is
to review the'Ordér for .éorrection- of obvious and

patent errors. There is no such error or obvious

‘mistake.. In fact the applicant appears to be aggrieved

" of not"éppreciating_ thevfacts in the manner tﬁe

applicant'desires. It‘will amount - to'reargue the case
again. Relying on law = laid down in Shubhash Vs.

%ﬁ

State of Maharashtra AIR 200% sc 2%

S

réargue the

"A'Case does not fall within the scope of review% In the

result : the review pegition is rejected under

circulation - without issue of notice to the respondents

;aséé/—)

-(M.L.Sahni) N | | - . (S.P.Arya)
* Member (J) N : Member (A).i.
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