
ClIMTRAL ADP'UiMlSTRrtTIUt: TRIBJNAL
PRi:CIPAL Bc.!\iCH; "Mt-U Ol.LHI

fi.A. Nj. 29/94
in

[\i3. 2440/93

Neu Delhi this Ijth Day of February 1994

 THt. HjiM'OLd MlFiOl-R FIR. O.P. SHARf'iA i*ic.Flbt.R (;0j

THl HOiM'BLL ndFldLR m. a.K,   uINGH FltriBLR (A>

Dr. S.C. Gupta,
Asstt. CommissionBr of  Income Tax (Retd.),
Office of the Commissioner of Incjma Tax,
Ayakar Bhauan, Fieerut,
Resident of OA - 105 ahastri Nagar,
Ghaziabad. .... Petitioner

^By Advocate 3hri B.B. Sriuastava)

Versus

Onion of India, through

1. The Secretary of the Govt. of India,
Ministry of Finance, Dept. of Revenue,
Neu Delh'.

2.   T he Chairman,
Centfal Board of Direct Taxes,
Neu Delhi.

    0 R D E R

Hon'ble Mr. O.P. Shaima.   Flrimoe r i' 0'

Respondents

The applicant has sought revieu of the order dated

2.12.1993 dismissing the -application filed—uith the original
application for counting of previous service uhich he has

rendered in Sanatan Oharam (Post Graduate) College,

Muzaf f ar nagar under the State Government as qualifying

service for pensionary benefit by virtue of having joined

the Central Government as Assistant Commissioner of Income

Tax from uhere the applicant retired on 31 .5.1992. Ue ha/ e

already considered the rival contention of the parties on thg

relevant points. In. the Revieu Application, the applicant

has pointed out a typographical error in line 6 of para 1

uharefor Income Tax dfficer. Class II the word Assistant

Commissioner of Income Tax has been typed. However, it is only

a typographical error and does not materially affect the
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decision   arrived at in the case.  1 /
2, The Ravidu rtpplioant has    also to thereferred \—y
benefit given to one bhri ("l.C. Sharma ohich has already

been considered by the Divisional Bench while giving the

decision. The other ground taken is a comparison of the

qualifications  of the applicant  with one Shri l*).C. Sharma

but that is not material at all. The applieant has also

discussed certain authorities but they are not at all

relevant for decision of the present case. The applicant

has to Bstaolish his own case as to how the service rendered

in a private institution can be tacked as qualifying

service^under the Central  Govarnmcsnt. Merely referring to

a decision earlier in the case of M.C. Sh-c ma which has

been held to be a judgement per incurieum given by the

Single Bench will not give any help to the applicant.

Thsre is no maniftsst error on the face of the order

nor any further evidence has been referred to by the

Review Appii-ant. There is no merit in the Review

Applica^on and the same is, therefore, dismissed.

iw~3mg h;
Member(A)

*Mittal*

(3.P. Bharma)
MBmb6r(3)
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