
IN THE CENTRAL AO,'̂ IIMISTRaTIVE TRIBUNAL
^ principal bench

NEU DELHI. ^
^•A. 187/94

in OA No. 2272/1992

Nau Delhi, dated the 29th May, 1995

Hon'ble S^t. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Manber (D)

Union of India & Others

1. Director of Horticulture
CCentral Public Works Deoartment)

indraprastha Estate,
NBU Delhi-2

2. Union India through Secretary,
Secratary,
M/o Urban 0evelopmsnt>
Nirnan Bhauan,
Neu Dalhi-

3, Union of India* through Secretary
epartment of Pension and PensionWelfare,

4, Pay and Accounts Officer

IlnH^rJ Department,Ilnd Floor, J.P.Bhauan, '
indraprastha, Neu Delhi,2

' _ ••• Applicants
^ y. S.K.Sinha,proxy counoel for^hri Jog Singh, counsel for the anolicant)

Vs.

Shri H.3. Ginti, Curators/o Shri T.3. Ginti,
School of Life Science '
Neu^Plahr Uni\/ersity^eu nehrauU Road, Neu 00^^67

(Sy Advocate Shri Q.o. Bhandari ) *** '̂ ^spondant
V

£ R 0 E R (ORflt \

2.
Heard thn i,-.

Shri S.K.Sinh for the applic .
Oounssl for Sk.-

rsspondaots) and Shri Go Bh ^^"Sf'fOrlolnalri u.j. Bhandari

rs3pondant (Orloi„ , ' for ths"-inal aopllPant),
•1 ^ne judgment

in



-2-

, 2772/92. the roUo^lng ,3 aireotions ha„e been glven:-

^"^rths'p® ''̂ '•sotlon required
CPU0(ND2) •"-Piper °P

apDlication of thp „
uithdraual of Qnmo pstitioner for theaccount. 3uq°h' ITirtTian

Steer clear 0^?!^^ o. I* °Pinion,
to uhether the oetifir." °^"trouersy as
an employ03 of th^ ceased to be
Horticulture I PPPay and Accounts Offi^pr?^^ direct the.:
to consider the annlir , '̂̂ -^Pocdant Mo,4)
if given, and sanction^ ^°k patitioner,
petitioner from hi^Prnu^S to theMo, MOZ 3535 as is oermi Account
lau.« permissible under the

3. Heard the learned counsel fqr the applicant, in
«.«. He aubmita that thadirection'qivan to the
r pspondant Np.4 oan„at be aotnd upon by
uithout prior sanction qf tha fldministratiue tlinistry/
Office uhich in this cap^ „ t r.
CP y n /p ^ ' iroctorate of Horticulture,• . .3. (Respondent Nq.l). Hb, houever. cqnr<r™,
that both respondents 1 anH /< „s 1 and 4 come under the Adminiatratiua
ontrol of respondent N0.2 i.e. Ministry of Urban

Ocvelopmant. Under the ciroumstancas, tha applicant
states that thara 1= an error apparent on the face

reoprduhioh need to be reotifiad and this
appiicatron shpuld be allq„Bd. He states that judo .
dated 2-12-1993 is JudgmentIS arronsous and the order
Payment of GPP in x / passed for

may ba oof' ^ sat aside.

4, ^Hri go q.

(originoT Counsel forSinal applicant; has d„ •'®=Pcndent

- - J^cunds. —pplicat,;
and 2nd on ths ^cf

--d befor?::
psoncuncod. He 31 J "^ted 2..

pd sroip.e,t.

•''Hen he uas tr ^
^ '̂̂ ^^arrs.J • to t^e 3

^sHru UniHniuerslty. u ^
® has ~i

doln(»,<o„t

•"•"'licant^
1^'

•''2,93
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.sspond.t P3. an. .aa„.„,3 O.Ma,.
IS,in fast, lha person to sanction,aithdraual

° s GPF of the applicant. Ha, therefore, urges t
R.A. may ba dismissad. hat

5. After carefully considering the argunants of
both the learned counsel and perusing the records In
this casa^ I saa no error annarpnf or, 4-u »

he judg^iant^ftor any intarfarance in this casa as
prayed for in the R. A. It is also time barred and.
no sufficient reasons hauabean given for the delay.

i

5. In the result, RA fails and It Is accordingly
dismissed. No costs.

s!<

(Lakshmi SuaminattfirO
'^lembar (3)


