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New Delli, this the 14 day of January, 2005

" Hon'ble Mr. S, K-Malhetra, ember {A)

Dr: Hari Om Upadhyay ™ _ : . Applicant -
Versus
“ DG CSLR & AN ...Respaondenis
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By Hon'ble Mr. 5.K. Malhotra:

This application has been filed by the respondent in G.A (Dr. Hari Om

Upadnyay) seeking review of the order dated 28.10.2004 in OA 12422002
. 2. Thé case periains to recovery of penai licence fee and water charges

| améuniing'té 51‘3_1,80,2?9!-.&3@' uném‘iharize_ﬁ occupation of Gévemmeni: quarter
& ) | by ’ﬁ“l for the perua’ from July, 1982 ic October, 2002, In the Review
Application, it has been brought out thai in a similar s:asé in Oﬁ 1248/2002
| decided, on 21.7.2003, the Tribunal had given ﬁlré‘mlf"ﬁ io the respondents topay © -
double. the licence fes for tie period of unautiegrsz&d accupatmn of the:'
,af:f*&m*'nadmmn as well as slectricity am; water cha ﬁes (ﬁmnexum [ tothe R.A).
. o it has been staied that the FF’::D{Sﬁde?'LYSéU’i ina pasiiian to pay penal licence fee .
of Rs.1 80,279/ and has p?é‘yed that he sivould be eq{Jaiiy *‘zre'aig::i as respohdent
“in OA 1248/2002 and he sh Jouid be allowed: "o pay cau ‘e the HC 'e 's’éa.
3. ,eng the course of discussion in OA 124‘3f ED? the esms}dent’ who

appearad i person, had neéth‘er chalienged ine &naum of !:zenﬂsreﬁ rent worked

gt by the anplicant nor he had taken am! J:E‘B that ‘ft"e amcw« charged was on
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the nigher side. The case in OA 1248/2002 as been referred to now, had also

not peen cited. He had only made a request that since ng is unsmployed, the

-

order for recovery of the penal licence fee may not be effected from nim. Ina
Review Application, the case can be re-gxamined only if there is P glaring
mistake apparent on ihe face of the record. The case cannot be reviewed on
mert. The order dated 28.10.2004 was passed after taking into consideration
the relevani rules, material available on record and submissions made on behalf
of oth the parties. The'eaﬂier nrecedent in OA 1248/2002 was neither cited nar
discussed during the course of discussion. The case, therefore, does not call for

a review under the provisions of Rule 1 of the order AW, of the Code of Civil

Srocedurs, 1908,

]

4, Tne Review Application is accordingly dismissed without any notice o the
. applicant.
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