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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

RA 10/2005 in

OA 1248/2002

New Deihi, this the day of Januan/, 2005

• Hon'ble yr. S\ K. Malhotra, fvlernberCA)

Dr; Hari Om Upadhyay' ...Appiicani •

• Versus

D.G'.; C.S.LR. &Anr. ...Respondents

ORDER

. - Sy Hon'fele Mr. S.K. Malhotra: . . ,

, This appiication has been filed by the respondent in. 0..A. (Dr. Haii Om

Upadhyay) seeking review of the order dated 28.10.2Q04 in OA 1248/2002.

• 2'., Th§ case pertains to recovery, of penai licence fee and water charges

amduntin.g to R3.1,80,279/- for unauthorized occupation of Government quarter

. by him for the psriod from Juiy, 1998 to October, 2002. In the Pisview

• Application, it has been brought out that in a similar case in OA 1249/2002

decided, on 21.7.2003, ths Tribunai had given direction to the respondents to pay

. doubte- the licence fee for the period of unauthorized occapation. of the'

. accommodation as %el! as eiectricity and water charges (Annexure-i to the RA).

It has been stated that tiie respondent is not in a position to. pay penal licence fee

of Rs.1,80,279/- and has prayed that he should be equally treated as respondent

in OA 1249/2002 and he should be aiiowed.to pay double the licence fee.

3. During the course of discussion in OA 1243/2002, the respondent \Aitio

appeared in person, had neither challenged the amount of pending rent .worked
. . V , ' -

'•o'at by the sippWcant nor he had taken any piea that the a.rnount charged on



•

the higher side. The case in OA 1249/2002 as been referred to nmj, had also

not been cited. He had only made a requsst that since he is unsmployed, ihs

order for recovery of the pena! licence fee may not be effected from him. In a

Review Application, the case can be re-examined only if there is a glaring

mistake appa.fent on the face of the record, irie case cannoi be isviewed on

merit. The order dated 28.10.2004 passed after taking into consideration

the relevant rules, matsria! available on record and submissions .made on behau

of both the parties. The earlier precedent in OA 1249/2002 was neither cited nor

discussed during the course of discussion. The case, therefore, does not calf Tor

a .review under the provisions of Rule 1 of the order XLVH, ofthe Code of Civil

Procedure, 1908.
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4. The Review Application is accordingly dismissed x^nthout any notice to the

applicant.
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(SlTyalhotra)
Member (A)


