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R,A, No, 197/2001 has been filed by the

applicants in 0A 1502/99, sesking the recall and revisy
of the order of the Tribunal dated 12,1.,2001,

2, Heard S/Shrf Shank ar Diuqti'and A.K, Bhardwaj, learned
counsel for the Review Applicants and the respondent s
respectively, ‘ ' :

3. Applicants ip 04 No,1502/99 - 30 in number - had
Sought the extension of the benefit of decision of the Principa}
Bench of the Tribunal in DA 602495, duly upheld by

ac, a 'the Hon'ble Syprems Court, for them as well, After duly
considering the facts and points ip law brought out,
the Tribuna) had dismissed the application, being deyoid
Oof any merit, UWe had fespectfully differed from the
findings of the Single Bench of the Tribunal in 0A 602/95,
but had held it 4s applicable to the applicants in that 0a,
SLP against the same having been dismiSSéd, though on
grounds of delay, UWs had‘also observed in the order gag
belows ‘
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" We do not find any reason to interfere yjith
the decision of the reéspondents in this regard
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‘"4, The insfant RA hés been filed on the gfounds of discovery of
‘new facts which were not'within the knowledgse df the applicants
" earlier and not haVing corchtly brought the'provision of CES (Pension
fRules) to the‘notice of the TriBunal; The above had resylted
in misqarriagﬁ of justice, asifar as the applicants yere
concerned, According to the app1icants: |

a) the respondents have been 8xtending the benefit

b) Ffixation of pay of the émployee in terms of
CES(Pension)égsf not been done,

c) the decision of the Tribunal in QA 602/95 was
Just and fair and it -should have besn followed,

d) respondents View that as there was ng loss of
emocluments for the fRxRx applicant » Teview was not
Justified ygs improper , as the.Hon'ble Apex Court
held that the applicant’s basic pay cannot be
reduced,

e) thé’benéfit sought for is ip consonance with the
Revised Pay Rules, ‘

f) the respondents yere discriminating amongst
similarly placed individuals which was not correct ag
shown by the Hon'bge Supreme Court in Prem Bovig
Vs Delhi Administration 1989 Supp (2) scc 33g,

5, Reviey applibaﬁiqn has been strongly argued by the learned
counsel - Shri S, Diute |, |

6. In the reply, the Téspondents urge that the Original
Application has been correctly dismissédhand NO review yas

called for, It Was wrong to state that the benefit °€ﬂngiSi°"

in CA 602/95, had been éxtended to others, In gne Case(it was
wrongly given steps have been taken to revise it, UWhile the rule
position in reaﬁect of Revised Pay Ryles is correct, the

increase of 20% is on the basic Pay and not persopaj P8y, as is being
claimed by the ‘applicant This' yas Yeiterated by Shri _

A. K. Bharduaj who stated that the reviey appliCant5u&ﬁtseeking to
gain the relijef which they had themselves given Qaﬂad;;ng the
Leaning of the 0A, as they had conceded that their tota]
emoluments had not’ suffered on absorption,s, (4.

7. . Ue have,barefully Considered the matter and ue obserye that the
applicants are seeking to réargue the case seeking the extension

of the benefit of_the.deciéion in 0A‘602/95, uhiéh has been
dismissed by ys, Uhile,disposing of the OA 1502/99 we had held

that we were!diffefingifrbm the decision of the learned §ingle
'Bench;‘but thét;Samé Qaé‘appliCaBie in the,casé of the concerned
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‘applicants, the decision having been upheld by the Hon'pie
' Supreme Céurt‘qn thézg:ounq of limitation, Our decisjon has been
on merits and nothingh has been brought on record to show
.. that there was any error on-ths face of the record, Justifying
’ recall- and revisw of the order, Further, as correctly
" pointed out by the learned Counsel for the Iréspon ents, the
\ applicants'themselves_had indicated that they suffered no joss
in’emoluments and’uere not'préésing for the relief rajiced in pare
9(ii) of the 0A 1502/99, The-present move is theredve: wihoyt
\ any bagsis on facts and or in law and cannot be @ntertained,
8. We
have not

d, in the above circumstapces that the Review Applicants
dde out aby case for our interferencs,

W ’
(Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan)

Vice Chairman (J)




