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TRIBUNAL'S ORDER BY CIRCULATION

Per Sist.Shanta Sbastry, Memt»er<A)
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By this Review Petition, the petitioners have souaht

a review o-f the order dated 29/5/2000 in OA No.398/96. The Oft

was dismissed. It was also observed in para-8 o-f the OA that as

•far as the recovery o-f excess payment is concerned, natural

justice demands that the petitioners should be given a roti~e

before directing recovery to be made. The respondents therefcre

may issue a notice to applicants in regard to the recoveries tc-

be made and decide the same after considering the reply rH the

applicants.

2. The petitioners, have filed this Review Petiti&ii

6/9/2000 i.e. beyond the period of one month from the oatE'

receipt of copy of the order. There-fore the petitioners h£ve ;
'v

also filed No.2969/2080 explaining the delay in filing af the

Review Application. It is stated by the petitioners that tf&i

received the certified copy on 10/7/2000 and they had to consult

their Advc«cate as well as sctme Senior Advocates and also sc.oe

very imptortant informatic^n had to be collected and cop.ies. tod to-

be obtained to be filed as Annexures. They were also s.es'-cn.ing
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•for some Apex Court ru]inQ= at i +k- ' ̂
•  • rujing... All this process consu'-c?;^ j. |

considerable time, therefore the delay has occured. if
■  ■ j3. The grounds stated for review are if

could not be present on the date of hearinrj.
2) The Apex Court while deciding the Civil

No. 13(520 of 1996 in OA 1297/95 on 7/4/2G3E r

completely lost sight of and committed an erro.

in over 2oo..:ing two other landmark Judgements i ̂
namely i„ the . „.e of (I )Divisional i
Superintendent. Eastern Railway, Dinapur and Ors. ' i,'
V/s. Shri L.N.Keshri and Ors. and Unacn n-: . :
India V/s. Vidya Sagar Mishra in Civil Oppeait |
Nos.2117 and 2118 of 1969 derided on 6/8/,97r
Ireported at ,1975) 3 ECC 1, and ,2,Shyam aatn,
Verma and Ors. v/s. Union of India f, Ors.
decided on 8/2/1994 (reported at ,1994) 3 SCC
521). The majority judgements having becoffio the
low of the land under article 141 of the

^  of India, it shall be binding an ali
citiiens. Further, the petitioners have vise it
filed certain orders, letters as "well an the ;|
Railway Board Circular which lays down protection i |
bf pay for voluntary and unilateral transferrc-

'  i •/> ■in the Central Government.

Flea Can be taken in Review. Also no additional . fj
ground can be taken after the hearing of the case finally, m our
onsidered opinion, the applicants are merely trying to re-at-ciur

the case. it is not that the majority judgement in the case of
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Babu Verrna<Supra) was not brought to the notice oi the

Court in the Civil Appeal No. 13020 ot 1996 -filed by the CflS

decided on 7/4/2000. in view o-f the above, the review

Bpp31c3"tiDn d&serv&s "to b& di5n)i55ecJ,

5. Further the reasons given for the delay in filing of the

review petition are also not acceptable as the petitioners are

supposed to be fully equipped with all the material including the

relevant judgements at the time of final hearing itself.

Therefore even on the ground of limitation, the Review Petit/c.n

deserves tobe rejected. Accordingly both the Review Petition as

well as the MR are rejected.
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