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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAPIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH .
NEW DELHI ”};E\
)
RA No. 257 of 1995
in .
OA No, 1387 of 1994,

Neu Delhi, this the “Jew{fday of October, 1995,

Shri P,P,Aggarwal

.Resident of Flat No.9,

Kidwai Bhawan, Janpath,
working as Deputy General Manager,
Tex Building, Western Court, N,Delhi, ese Applicant,

versus

The 8scretary,

Ministry of Communication,

Sanchal Bhavan,

20 Ashoka Ropad, Neu Delhi, ee.. Respondent,

ORDER BY HON'BLE MR 8, K, SINGH, MEMBER( A}

This leview applicaticn hasz hean Filed

aozinst Lthe judgmeﬁt znd vider dated 22nd August,
1995, The anplicant was allotted soms arbitration
work for which semelspacial pay was admissible from
the M, T,N,L. When a persen goes on deputation
there are three parties involvad and these are the
deput ationist, the parant department and the
borrowing department and the terms and conditions

I 4
A department,

&

The work assigned to a psrson is not a patt of

are already decided by ths

the terms and corditions of deputation, It is

for the borrowing department te assign any work

td pay any special pay or not to pay when he is
shifted from that work and since ths payment uwas

to be made by the M, T,N,L, and the change regarding
allocation of work was alsc made by thesm, no
relief can be grantazd against the M, T,N.L, since

there is no notification under Section 14(2) of tha

g




/sds/

under thes jurisdictégg/mf the Tribunal, No relisf
can be granted i ( the Government sincs the
Govermment isg noglgémpetent to assiyn ths work
and this is not 3 part of terms and conditions
of deputation and accordingly the application
was dismissed in limini at the admission stags itself
sincs thas relief prayed for uas ajainst the
M.T.N,L, and cannot be granted by the Gover nment,
Revieuw of judgment can he allowed on the
three gtounds, namely;
a) diseovery of nsw and import ant material
or evidence, whichy after the sxarcise
of due diligence, was not within
the knowlaedge of the applicant or could
not be producad by him at the tims when the

order was passadg

b) There was somas mistake or error appar ent
on the face of the record uhlch could
materially change the complexion of the

Jjudgment; and
c) for any other sufficient reason,

Aft er goining through the reviay application,
I do not find discovery of any nsy and important
matarial or evidence, which could not be produced
by the applicant at the time uhen the order was made,
There is no othar sufficient reason warranting the
Taview of the Jjudgment and accordingly, the reviey

application is summar ily dismissed under Order 47

"~ Rule 4(i) of the Cods of Civil Procedure,

0107 55
( 8. K Singh) /

Member (A)




