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R.A. No.130/95

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVz TRIBUMNAL

PRINC IPAL B&NCH
N=W DELHI

in OA No.743/1994

1,

1.

Shri S ,Velumani, '

Deputy Secretary,
Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas,

Shastri Bhawan, New Delhi.

Shri Thomas Mathew,
Deputy Secretary,
National Commission for Beckward Classes,

R .K.Puram,New Delhi,

Shri sS.D. Rajore,

Deputy Secretary,

Ministry of Agriculture & Cooperation,
Krishi Bhawan, New Delhi,

Shri Swaran Das,

Deputy Secretary, )
Deptt.of Pension & Pensions wWelfare,
Lok Nayak Bhawan, New Delhi

Shri D.V.Gupta,

Deputy Secretary,
Department of Revenue,
Ministry of Finance,
North Block, New Delhi

.eoe Applicants

Vs.

Union of India through
Secretary,

Ministry of Surface Transport,
parliament Street, New Delhi.

Joint Secretary (Establishment)
Ministry of Surfance Transport,
Parliament Street, New Delhi

Secreta of Personnel & Training,

Ministry of Personnel , Public Grievances
& Pension,

North Block, New Delhi

Secretary,

Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas,
Shastri Bhawan,

New Delhi

S .Secretary,

6.

National Commission for Backward Classes,
R.K.Puram, New Delhi

Secretary,

Ministry of Agriculture,

‘Department of Agriculture & Cooperation,
Krishi Bhawan,

New Delhi,
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7. Secretlary,

Department of Revenue,
Ministry of Finance,
North Block,

New Delhi.

o0 Résponden'ts

ORDE R ( BY CIRCULATION)

This Review Applicatian has been filed by
the original epplicants seeking a reviey of the
order dated 20.4,1995 in DeA. No. 743/94.

2, I have carefully perused the Revieu Appli-
cation in uwhich it is claimed ghat there are certain
omissions/errors in the judgment dated 20.401395,
In baragraph 3 of the Re view Application, the
applicants refer to Ye elévart ryle and casé-law which
have already been referred to in the argumsnts at
the time of hearing the DeA.,to shou that the judg=

ment order cannotl be supported in vi€w of the

‘argyments ad vanced in the revieu application. 1§47

is settlsd lau, that the revieu application cannct

be thé remedy for seeking relief only because the
applicant feels that the decision is wronge The
scope of a revieu application is limited and the
argu-ments advanced in the reviey spplication do vt
bring it within the scope and ambit of 8. 47, Rule 1
cPC,

3. The review application is maintainable only

if thefe is an error on the face of the record or

some ney svidence has come to the notices wuhich
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was not available even after exe ige of due diligsncs
or any other sufficient reasons. The revieu applicatizn
cannot be utilised for re-arguing the case traversing the

same ground (Chandra Kanta & Anr. V. Sheik Habib =

(AIR 1975 3C 1500). No new ground has been raised in

the geviau application whidh could not have bsen raised

at the time uhen the applicant was heard in suppoar: of thé
original application; The applicants' grisvance that the
order is wrong cannot bz a ground for revisw,

4o In the later part of para 3.4 it has been msnticned
that tun of the applicants, namely, S/Shri 5.0; Rajora

and Syaran Das have since retired from service an 31.10.94
and 31.3.1995 respectively and, hence, no recouary'can

be effected from their pensions as per Department of
Personnel & Training's éuidelines as held in T.R. Midha's
case.

5, In the later portion of para 9 of the judgnont
dated 20.4.1995 it has been hald as follous s~

# In the present case since the applicants
are serving officers in the office of the
respondents, there will be no bar to the
overpayment of pay being recovarsed from
their pay in accordance with the relsvant
rules.®

6o In view of thse Facté mentiohed in the rowiau
application, this portion of the order is. substituted
as follows &-

2 In the present case, since some of the
applicants are still serving officers in
the office of the respondents, there will
be no bar to the overpayment of pay being
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recovered from their pay in a dance with
the relewant rules, As regards those uwho
have retired,if ony, the respondents may take
such action agf eem fit in accordance with
law, ¥ '

Registry to carry out the above amendments in

para 9 of the order dated 20,4,1995 as indicated

above,

8.

Subject to the above, the review application

is rejected,
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g
(Smt, Lakshmi Swamin@than)
Member (Judicial)



