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O R D F R (By c 1 r0u1at ion)

Hon'ble Sfftt. Lakshmi Swafai nathan, Member! J).

I  have carefully considered the grounds taken by

the ap'P'1 icant in RA 4-07/2000 p'raying for review of riio

order dated 26.9.2000 passed in OA 276/200B.

2. One of the .main grounds taken by tlie review

applicant is that the Tribunal had failed to see/note

certain facts and rules which calls fnr review nf 1-l-ie i-iriler

dated 26.9.2000. She has submitted that admittedly pai't

payment towards her retire.ment benefit was made to her-

after two years - of her ret i rement^ wh i le she had submitleci

her pension papers in the rmontb of Ser.i-ember 1998



Accoruiiig to hor, sii'ico hor B.go of rotirofnout

unsettled, she had not taken steps to get her pension fixed

a'"'d suhniitted the neces'sary p'ap'ers. She has also suhft!i11ed

that when the resp'ondents repuired her to submit pension

'lapers for pu'ocess sometime in August, 1998, she has done

so in September, 1998. Regarding the withholding oi an

amount of Rs.92535/- on account of alleged wrongful

withdrawal of per diem charges by the ap>pilioanti she has

''eferred to vari'ous records, including audit rep>ort and h.as

submitted that there was no need to get the same done again

as there was no irregularity with the earlier audit report.

These issues have already been taken up by the le-arned

cc'unsel for the ap'P'l leant at the time of final hearing of

OA 27d/930o.

3, A careful perusal of the review a]:>pil ioat ion

shows that the ap>piicant ha.s tried to re —argue tlie case and

no errors apparent on the face of the record or other

suff icient grc*unds have been shc*wn warranting rev lew 'Of the

Tribunal's carder dated 2c» . 9. 2000 in OA 278/2000. It is

settled law that the review ap'P'i icat ion cannot be used as

an ajipieal to have the issues already argued and decided in

the ap'p^ 1 ication re —heard cuilv because tlie apipd leant is nc*!

satisfied with the order or feels that the same us* wrong.

None of the grounds taken bv the ap>pl leant in the RA falls

within the provisions c>f Order 47 Rule 1 CPC read with

S e c t i o n 2 2(3)(f) o f the Adm i n i s t rat i v e T r i b una1s Ac t, 1985,

to justify allowing the review ap>pl icat ion.

3. Ap'art f rc*m the above, it is nc*t iced f rem the

averments in p>aragraph 1 of the Review Application that the

pO i c a 111 states that s h e h a s r e o e 1 v e d a c o p v o f tlie o * * d



r

dated 2o.9.2000 through her counsel on ItoiO.EOOO.

t^i=^rtifled copy of the order is dated 3. 10.2000. This R.A.

has been filed on 13.11.2000 and hence, under Rule 17 (1)

of the CAT (Procedure) P.ules, 1987 read with Section

22(3)(f) of the Adrn i n ist rat ive Tribunals Act, 1985, the

I'evievv application is also liable to be disffiissed on the

ground that it is barred by 1 ifuitat ion.

4- Tt"i the result, for the reasons given above, RA

is r0 't?o10cl*
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