IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBM
MUMBAL BEMZH MIMBAI

Review Petitzon No.90/ 96
Original Application No.583/96.

Coram: Hon'ble Shri B.S.Hegde, Member(J).

Sarejrao Laxmanrao Kshirsagar,
3/39 Ty fe 'B'* C.G.5,Quarters,
Wadala (W), Mumbal 400 031. o«. Applicant,

V/So

le Union of Indla '
through the Estate Manager,
3rd Floor, Old C. G.O. Annexe,
101 M.K.Road, '
Mumbai = 400 020,

2. The Ch:.ef Commissioner of
' Incane-tax, 3rd floor,
' Lkar Bhavan,
Road, Mumbai 400 020,

3. % t; Commissioner of Income Tax
(H ‘5 érsonnel, Mumbai '
3rd f loq;:, Aayakar Bhavan,
, Mumbai 400 020,

%DER ON REVIEW PETITION BY CIRCULATION

{per Shri B.S.Hegde, Member(JH Dated : 26 396

The applicant has filed this Review Petition
seeking review of the Judgment dt, 22.7.19%. I have
seen the Review Petition an.d”I am satisfied that the
Review Petition can be disposed of by circulation
under Rule 17(3) of the Central Administrative Tribunal
(Procedure) Rules, 1987.

2. The applicant has sought review of the judgment
stating that the c3lculation of the licence fee by the
respondents is not valid and it is_npf in accordance
with the Rules, Nevertheless, I do not find any such
‘Rule brought out to my notice under which the
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calculations made by the respondents is found to be not
in §:derg_ Ihévadm}tted facts are that the applicant
retired from service on invalid pension w,e,f. 9.3.1995
and as per Rylés he was allpﬁga to continue inbtheu
‘quarters up to 9.7,1995. On a request made by the
applicant, the Department allowed him to“rgmain in

the quarters till November, 1995. Thereafter, instead
of vacating the quarters he approachgdftbe Tribunal
for further retention of the quarters which was allowed
by the Tribunal up to 31.3.1996'with a clear

.the qsra:t_s?;s a.nd liberty was given.to _the,,r_esp@ndents\
to charge rent in accordance with the Rules. It is
true while delivering the Judgment, the Respondents
had'baen_q;gpcgedvgq @ntimate,;hq applicant to collect
the articles which were taken possession by them, if

it is not handed over to the appllcant SO far. The
_Respondents are hereby directed to hand over the same
within a period of one month from to_day. ~Since the
applicant did not vacate the quarters within the
specified time, the respondents issued a letter
.¢§y_49,6,;926 demanding a total sum of &,39,473/f which
is due fiém the applicant towards licence fee/market
,!?Et; I the amount claimed by the respondents is not
in accordance with the Rules, it is open to the appli-
cant to make a representation to the canpej;epg authorit g
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giving details and referring to the relevant rules
under which they are required to recover a particular

amount, Nothing is made out in the Review Petition

‘except stating that the amount demanded by the respon-

dents is arbitrary and excessive, It is well settled
principle '. that in Review Petition the applicant cannot
re-argue the case on the same ground, unless the
applicant _t;aavs made out that there is an error apparent
on the face of the record or any new facts brought to
the notice calling for review of the original judgment.
Norma‘lly Review Petition is not being enterta'inéd on

a strenuous grounds. B 'l‘he grounds raised in the R.P.
are more germane for an appeal against the Judgment
and not for review, In the circumstances, I do not
find any merit in the Review Petition end accordingly

v petition is dismissed by way of circulatioen.
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(B.S HEGDE%
MEMBER(J
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