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M. N she Raj en Shonker, Adv.
Ms. Anu K Joy, Adv.

UPON hearing the counsel the Court nmde the follow ng

ORDER

In order dated 7th July, 2014 this Court at paragraphs 23
and 24 nmade foll owi ng observati ons:

"23. It has not been disputed by appell ant-Bank
that the respondents in all the appeals have
conmpl eted much nmore than 19 years 6 nonths of
service in the Bank. For exanple, respondent

No. 1- Prakash Chand in C. A No.173 of 2010 had

j oined the Bank on 4th May, 1981 and relieved
on 31st March, 2001. Thus, he had conpleted 19
years, 10 nonths and 28 days of qualifying
service on the date of relieving from service

24. Regul ation 18 of the Pension Regul ations,
1995 provides that if broken period is nore
than six nonths, it shall be treated as one
year. Therefore, all the respondents-wit
petitioners having conpleted nore than 19
years and 6 nmonths of service in the Bank
they are to be treated to have conpl eted 20
years of service. The aforesaid question was
nei ther raised nor decided in the case of
‘Bank of Baroda’ or ‘Bank of India ."

In view of such finding al r eady gi ven no further
clarification is required. If there is any error apparent it wll
be open to the bank to file a petition for review of the order
- 3-
However, liberty aforesaid can not be relied upon to

suggest that we have expressed any opinion about the judgnment in
questi on.

I.A. No. 1in CA No. 1916 of 2011 and I.A. No. 2 in
C. A Nos. 172, 173, 177-180, 186 and 187 of 2010 stand di sposed
of .

(Neet a) (Usha Sharm)
Sr. P.A COURT MASTER



