IN THZ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
L3 PRINCIPAL BENCH '
b NEW DELHI, L

‘ReRe 187/94 ]
in 0A Npo, 2272/1992

New Dalhi, dated the 29th May, 1995
Hon'ble Smt, Lakshmi Suaminathan, Mamber (3J)

Union of India & Othars

1. Director of Horticulturs
(Central Public Works Oepartment)
Indraprastha Estate,
New Delhi-2

2. Union ~f India through Secretary,
Jdgcratary, i
M/o Urban Development,
Nirman Bhauan,
New Delhi,

3. Union of India‘through Secretary
Department of Pension and PansionWelfare,
6 Floor, Nirvachan Sadan, Ashok Road,
New Delhi-1

4, Pay and Accounts Officer
Central Public Worke Department,
IInd Floor,.I.P.Bhauan,
Indraprastha, Noau Dslhi,2

ee. Appiicdants

(By Shri 5.KeSinha,proxy counsel for
Shri Jog Singh, couns2l for the anplicant)

Vs,

. Shri M,S, Ginti, Curator
s/o Shri T.$. Ginti,

School of Lifg Science
Jauahar Laj Mehru University

ew Mehrauli Road, Ney Delhi-67

)

e
(By Advocate Shpi 5,9, Bhandari ) @spondent

ORDER (oRa) \

LEN g -
(Hon ble oamt ,Lakghmi SUaminathan, Membep (J)

This is a reviesy applicatign bearinqnuo‘1n

_by tha anlicants,

Tespondents) ang Shri 6.0, Bhgan

}45 » dari, Counsel for the
7 rBSpOhdent (Uriginal applicant),

In the judgment in



- 4
"Thefefcré, the only direection required
is that the Pay & Account s Officer of the
CPWD(NDZ) may be directed tg consider
€ application gf the petitioner for the
withdrawgl of some amount fromf the said
account, Such 5 direction in my opinion,
Wwill stger cl=ar of ths controversy as
to whether the petitioner C2ased to be
an employe= of the Oirsctorats of '
Horticulture, I, accordin ly direct the 2
Pay and Account s Officar ?respondent No.4)
to consider the application of the petitionar,
if given, and sanction such amount to the
petitionar from his Provident Fund Account
No, NDZ 3535 as is permissihle under the
lay,
s, & Heard the learn=ad counsel for the applicant- in
ReAs He submits that thedirection given tg the
3 ‘ ' respondent No.4 cannot pe act=d upon by Rhim ' e
without prior sanction of the Administrative Ministry/
| Office which in this casa is . Directorats of Horticulture,
C.P.W,0D, (Respondent No, 1), Ha, houever, confirms
that both respondsnts 1 and 4 come under the Administrative
Control of respondent Ng,2 i.e. Ministry of Urban
Oevelopment., Undap the circumstances, the applicant
states that thers is an error apparent on the face
of the record which need to be rectifiag and'this
application should hs alloued, He states that 3udgment
¢ dat ed 2=12-1993 is erron

4 n 2 e w *
& ohri G.n; Bhandarl, Counssl Pop ¢

\originag applicant) has Opposad the revi
on two main drounds, r;
limitation and 2nd on +

has bean Fully ar
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that respondent Ng,4
(CPUD) is,in rpact,

sNamaly, Pay and Accounts Officar

the person to sanction withdrawal
of the GPF of the applicant, He,

thersfore, urges that

ReAe may bo dismissed;

B After carefully considering tha arguments of

both the lesarned counsel and perusing the records in

this cassg, I sea no-g;yor apparent on the face of
g .

the judgmentLﬁar any interference in this case as

prayed for in the R,A,

It is also time barred and

no sufficient reasons havdbeen given for the delay;
§

6o In the result,

RA fails and it 1% accordingly

dismissed, No costs,
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(Lakshmi Suaminattan)
Menber (J)




