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Lated : Allahshéd this the..é..'day of NQQMLQ?S.

Review Petition No. 18/2/ of 1995.

in
'\4 . e L\‘-O . .1.7:)3 Of _L9 940

QAU s= Hom. Ur. T. L. Verma, Member=].
Dr. sunil: Kumar srivastava, s/o. sSri O. F.
srivastava, Ko. 30/27¢B, Ksranpur Frayag, allaheb.:
at present posted as Potenist in Botenicsl Survey
of India, (entral Circle, 10 Chatham Lines,
Allahabadeseceese.....Applicant.

Ver sus
L. Union of Indis through the Secretsry,
Ministry of ocience and Technology,
Gov ernment of Indie, New Jelhi .

2. The Lirector General,

Council for Scientific and Industrisl hesesrch,

rafi warg, New Delhi.

3. The Director, Central Jrug & search Institute,
Chhetar iManzil, Lucknow.2200C1.

s .Hespondents,
CRDER

(Ry Hon'ble Mr. T. L. Verma)
uieﬁ']"‘el'-j. )

This ap;lication has heen filed to r eview

order dated 16.12.1994 _assed in C. A. ho. 1753 of
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2 The aforesaid O.A. was filed for issuing a
direction to the respondents to pay zrrear sfemoluments
as per revised rate in-accordaence with the office
memoIandum dated 26.5.1988 and 5.7.1988 for the _eriod
from 1.4.1987 to 13.7.1989 with interest @ 244 per annum
till the date of payment. The aforescia application

was &ismisse& at the admission stage on the ground
that the applicant was not holder of Givil post and

as such the applicetion was not maintainable.

S The review of the order has heen saught on
the ground thett he 3pplication(0.A.No.322/%2) of
one Sirajuddin Ahmaed, who was working as hesearch
Assistant in a scheme under the CIL.K.I. was
entertained by this Bench of Tribunal and disposed of
‘vide order at aAnnexure=l. In yet another caselU.A.
No. 788/93) similar ap-lication was entertnined’by a
Bench of this Tribunsl and the same was disposed of
by judgnent and orcer dated 24.6.94 (Annexure-II1) .
Similorly, Lucknow Bench of this Tribunal hes taken

cognizsnce of similer cases in U.a.lvo.151 of 1995 -

and 18/2495 passed inteiim order on 25.4.95 and

S

28.4.,:1995 respectivel

4. meview "applications are maintainable for
rectifying errors apnarent on the record or where
evidence, which, after the exercise of due diligenCe,
was not withint he knowled ¢ of ths ;erscn seekin
the review or could rot he produced by him at {

when order-was passed. Learnad counsel for the

applicant has failed ring i
of ’ s failed to bllng’EO my notice mistake or

R



error ap,arent cn the face of the ‘record as may
worrant, review of the order dated 16.12.1594. The
judgments Annexuresﬂfmnd II were acvailzble for being
cited at the time of the order was _assed. The lesrned

~ necel
counsel for the applicznt cculd have cited thejjud ments

akt A 01maféuﬁlléll Gh v [t
in s poort of his contenticnf So far orders at |
Annexures No.3 and 4 are cwnegerned, they have been
passed after order sought to he reviewed was pessed.

The judgnent and order Ielieﬁtupon by the lezined

counsel for the retitiorer, in my opinion, are of

no avail(ﬁ> y280 ﬁzf&ﬁknpu

S The applicant was swarded l.esea:r ch Associat-
ship «According to the teims of award, He was

to receive Bs. 1400/- per month as stipend under
Ne.L.tliescheme for a

period of one

i

e
®

ar or the durcetion

(

of the scheme whichever was earlier. The ndture of
appointment of the applicant as hesearch Associate as
indicated in the brochure referred in orcer dated
10¢12.94 leaves no room for doubt that the hesearch
Associcte do not hold the éivil Dost. 1 heve no Ieagso

to revise the aforesaid opinion while cunsiuering

the revie. aspplication. In any view of the matter,
review jurisdiction can not he invoked en the ground
that the decision was erionecus on merits. The Jrounds
taken by the getiticner in this review aoplication

in substance suggest that the decision is erronecus and

i

the application should be decided afresh on the basis

1 Gl

of the grounds given in the heview application, noted

above. I find no merit in this application and dismiss

D

the same. There will be no order as Ly costs
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