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CENTRAL ADMINISTRA IVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHIL

>

R.A.No. 225/94
in
0.A.No. 934/94

H
New Delhi this the &th Day of July 1994

don'ble Shri J.P. Sharma, Member (J)
Hon'ble Shri B.K. 3ingh, Member (A)

Zrs. Tripta Sethi,

Superintendent (Rtd),
Directorate of Social Aelfare,
Govt. of Delhi, Delhi ‘

R/o C-36 30ami Nagar, ' ' .
New Delhi-llO 01l7. ' ees Applicant

(By Advocate Shri MR. Bhardwaj)
Versus

1. Lt. Governor of Qelhi,
Raj Niwas,
Delhi.

2. Chief secretary, ‘
Govt. of National Capital,
Territory of Delhi
Old 3ecretariat,

Delhi.

3. Secretary-cum-birector,
Dept. of Jocial Welfare,
Sovt. of National Capital,
Territory of Delhi.
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,
0od 1I.T.1. Building,

Ne'-v Delhi °

4. Km, Frabha Mathur,
Social Officer,
Govt, of Delhi
Jirectorae of 3Jocial Welfare,
Kas turba Gandhi Marg,
New Delh' . ess Respondznts

OR D ER
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Hon'ble Shri J.P. Sharma, Member (J)

The applicant has filed é Review Applicaticn agaiﬁGtﬁ 1:
the order of 10.5.1994 by which the application »33 a

dismissed bearing by principle of reés. judicata. Farlier

L

IS

the applicant filed O.A. No. 1212/88 which was de:zidad
on 12.12.1990 and the respondents were directed to ooy

to the s.plicant a difference of pay and allowance

actually drawn in the scale of Rs. $30-900 and ray tha
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scale of pay of Bs. 630-1200. The arrears were 3lso
directed to be paid to the applicant alongwith the
interest. However, the applicant had superanuatsd

three months before the delivery of the judqjemant =n
30.9.,1990. After her retirement the applicant fcpresented
for her promotion from the retrospective date to the
postof 3r. 3uperintendent and that request  was rejested
by the order passed in December 1993. The applicwt

has not raised this issue in MeX egrlier applicaticn
filed in OA=-1212/88. vVé have considered this mgatter

in our judgement at a.gréiater length and found that the

application” is..not maintainable. We do not find any jroumi

referred to in the Review Application which can shw apy
error apparent on the face of the Order. The Rericy
Applicant has only dis cussed certain new points or

rejected arguments taken at the time of hearing of the

'

Qriginal Agplication. A review lies on any of tae grounds - °

laid down under Order 47 Rule 1 C.P.C. i.e, when tﬁara>isnl

an error apparent on the face of the order or certiin ney

evidence which was not in’" the knowledge of the pstitioner i

&
o

rressed for consideration in the review application and on -

similar other grounds. Ne do not find that the resent
case is covered under Order 47 Rule 1 CPC.. The devies
Application, therefore, is devoid of merit and disnissed

by Circulation.
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fenber( A) c Member ( J)
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