CENMTRAL ADM&N&blBAilﬂh TRIBUNAL: '931NC1?AL BEHRCH
A N .\g/aoos IN
Drigi vinal Avplnca+n@m Mo, 1300 of 2002

Hew Delhi, this 1€ hﬁia§ of Jatuf’v 2005
oM™ BLE MH,MULMHP b]NhH MEMBPRIWNM]?

Capt. K.5. Mal hotra )

5/0 Late Shri | Ualhotr;
junitor Start Officer {Hetd.)
hirectorate of Civil Defence

) and. Home Guards, .
LDelbt. ' —APPL LCANT
Rio

A-16, DDA Colony,
Maraina Yihar, New Delhi.

Versus

1. Government of NCT of Delhi
through Chiet “ec etary,
Players Building,
DPllll Government Secr Hbdi tat,
| P. Estate, New Delhi.

- & Cim -2 ‘ Yyecretary Home, _

e : Government of NCI of belhi,
lLf}Fls Building, oSth Level,

PDelhi Government secretarial,
1 1. Estate,
Mew Dellii.
3. U;rector General Home Guards-.
Cum-Director Civil Defence,
Hishkam Sewa Bhawaty,
pirectorate General of Home Guatrds
and Civil Defence;
Ra ja Garden, _
Mew Delhi-110 U27. - —RESPOHDENTS
ORDER BY CLRCULATION
3?; i : v ‘he present Ra No.28 of 2003 has beeun f{lled

by the applicant for review of the order passed in  OA

Mo, 1300/2002 on 13,1, 20064,

™o

in  the RA the review applicant has talken more

or less the same grounds &

5 argue the R4, which he had taken
while arguing the OA. While delivering the judgment, all the

grounds were considered and the points which he has taken In -

the RA with rezgard to refund ol some amount as mentioned i1




v

Para 1 .(li) to {iv) has already been not pressed by the
applicant since he has prayved for multiple reliefls in the 0A,
so  he cannot ask tor the same by means of filing the
present RA. Mo fresh error has been pointed out which may
call for review of tﬁe‘order. Further, the RA dees not come
within the ambit of Order 47 Rule 1 CPC read with Rule 22 (3)

(t) (1) ot the Administrative lribunals Act.

3. 11 wview of the above, nothing survives in the

HA, whieoh is accordingly dismissed. &L\‘

{ BHULDIP SINGH }
MEMBER JUDL)
Ralesh



