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Petitioners, Union of India and .two others have 

filed this petition for revi2w under Rule 17 of the C2ntral 

Administrative Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1987, praying 

for a review of the decision r~ndered in OA 245/89 dated 

24,2 .94. 

2. We h ?Ve heard the learned counse 1 for the parties 

and have gone through the records. 

3, The ground on which a revic:?W of the impunged 

decision is sought is that since the non-petitioner was 

posted on transfer upon his promotion to the PCO as 
-....____ 

tvlaterial Collector fro:n the shop floor, he was entitled to 

incentives and special pay vide circular dateg 30.1.79 

(Annexure R-1). It is stated in the review p~tition that 

this clarification made vi de circular dated 30 ,.1. 79 

(Annexure R-1) had escaped the notice of the Tribunal as 

a result of ~\hi ch· there was an error apparent on the face 

of record causing miscarriage of justice and therefore it 

warrants interference by way of review. It is further 

stated by the petitioners that the second part of item (iii) 
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of Annexure A-8 dated 7.7 1?8 provides that_ if the staff 

members are transferred to the production control organisat-ion 

as a result of promotion, they will not receive any special 

pay. It is ur.ged that this aspect of the provisions had 

also escaped the notice of the Tribunal while deciding the 

OA. It is obvious from the perusal of the impunged order 

that these aspects of the circular referL'ed to above were 

duly considered and the decision was rendered after examining 

all the implications of Annexure R-1 and item (iii) of 

Annexure A-8. Wa find no ·error apparent on the face of re cord. 

There are no other valid grounds justifying a review of the 

impunged order. 

4. We, therefore, find no merit in this Revi.~w Pe ti ti on 

and it is dismissed with no order as to costs. 

n _J, 
(O,P ,;;Jflv\A) 

McMBcR(A) 

Ct~~ . 
(GOPAL KRISHNA) 

McMBcR(J) 


