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ui 	 SUBJECT: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE 
BENCH IHAPPLICATION NO. 22/87 

REVIEW 

Please f'ind enclosed Ierewith the copy of the Order 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on 

- 27-4-87 

GIT 

 

	

- 	EEL: As above. 	

EUESTRAR 



i 	 CNT7AL AT 11 ns1rATIvC T ISUJAL: f3A1JGALOO 

DAT 	T1IS TJiT 271" OAY OC A?'IIL,1907. 

'on'hle :r.Justice T.S.Puttaswa:.y, 	 Vice-Chairman. 
And: 

on'ble '•Ir.L. LA.1ego. 	 FJ i1(A) 

VIIT'*: A?PLICATIOJ T.JCC 22 07 lC'7. 

G.V. Ilanade, 
Aged about C,5 years, 
residing at 190/5, Sawarkar Ooad, 
Ti1akwadi3Oelgaw. 	 Applicant. 

V. 
The Union of India 
by the Secretary to the 

inistry of Communication, Department of Post Offices 
New elhi. 

	

	 ..Respondent. 
(Oy Sri I I.Vasudeva 7ao,CGA 7C) 

This application having co dc up for admission to-day, Vice-
Chairman made the folloivin: 

4 

I 

Case called. Applicant and his learned counsel who have been 

duly servcd are absent. 
\ 

7e have perused the application and heard Sri .:.vasidevt 

Tao, learned Additional Stnding Counsel for the respondents. On 

an examination of the contentions urged, we have held that the 

period from 7-7-1944 to 304-1948  cannot be counted for purpose 

of pension. 	the origin1 ai)plication  was argued, the applicant 

did not refer to Oule 26 of the Central Civil Services (Pension) 

Cules,1972. 7.rhen  the applicant did not rely on the said rule, he 

cannot now contend that the order macIc by us on 29-1-1987 suffers 

from an error apparent on the face of the record. '!e have also 

exa1dined the other grouncis which are nothing but a reiteration 

of the rounds urg 	bfore is on the earlie occasio 	In dealing 	 g  
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dealing with an application for a review, It is not open to us to 

take a different view than the one already expressed by us. The 

earlier order made by us oes not call for review. V/e, therefore, 

reject this application. No c sts. 

Au 
VICE-dHAIR.AT 

fr•( 

rip! 


