CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL ‘O 5
PRINCI PAL BENCH, NEW DELHI, ~

R.A, No,2/89
in 0.A,No.646/88

315’}}'11.!\)}\ |81

Date:

Smt, R, Balamma eseeseAapplicant
Vs,

The Delhi Administration essosRESPONdent s

and QOthers

For the Applicnat esseNone

For the Respondents e seeNONE

' promotions and seniority of the year 1966 aird 1970,

QRDER

The Review Applicaht who is the applicant in
0.,A.No.646/88 has filed the present Review Application
praying that this Tribunals judgment dated 11,1L1988 be
reviewed, that the RA be admitted and that the OA 646/88
be restored, in view of the facts and circumstances set
out in the RA,

25 The applicant had filed O4A.No.546/88 seeking the
relief that her services be extended fbr 5 years, i.e.,
upto 31,7,1991 as a special deserving case, that her
retirement be quashed because the department had failed

to notify the event of her retirement, that a§[§;§3isional
pension and gratuity had not been paid as ordered by this
Tribunal on 30.6,1987 in CCP No.125/88 in T-SOl/86, she
should be deemed to have got two years extension with
effect from 1.7.86 to 30,6,.88 and that she may be further

granted extension and the respondents be asked to submit

certain documents pertaining to selection grade
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52, \f' After carefully golng through the. records of the

case and hearlng the applrcant and the learned counsel

. of the respondents, we reJebted the apollcatlon at the'

' ‘adm1851on stage on the p01nt of llmltatlon as’ well as
on malntalnablllty.a In arr1v1ng at thls conclusion, we

' - own 6
had noted the fact that according to he;[showrng, she
was to superannuate 30 6,86 on attalnlng the . age of

60 years. The applrcatlon was flled in May, 1988, Whlch

. was nearly two years after her retlrement We. had -

‘_ pornued out in Para 4 of our Judgment that 1f she had -
any grlevance,_she should have filed an appllcatlon ndthl
one year after her retlrement or after one year and six’
'months from the date. of hear representatdon, had she done
S0, On both counts, the appllcatlon was barred by
limltatlon. The appllcant had not challenged any

. particular order, The® appllcants' case was that since -
e disposed %" ‘
i the Tribunal has not[of er appllcatlon, her serv1ces got
automatlcally extended because she had requested in -

" another MP that if the appllcatlon cannot be decided,.
she should be glven exten51on. Rejecting this contention
:;'we had observed Line Para.5 of our judgment that "seeklng
. the 1nterventlon of thls Trlbunal 1n gettlng extensron

; in serv1ce is asklng for the courts to act as’ the
.exeCutlve. In our. oplnlon, the rrght forum for the
appllcant was to make a departmental representatlon for
con51derat10n of her case for- exeen51on in servrce. ;r{
'can in no case be clalmed as a rlght.. |

3. In the present ReV1ew‘App11cat10n, the applrcant
has not produced any fresh facts: warrantlng a review of

our.gudgment, We also do not see any error apparent

' on the face‘of the record warrantlng a revrew,of our -
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judgment., In'caséithe,applicant.feels that our judgment

is erroneous on merits, the proper course for her would

- have beenzto file an appeal'against our judgment and not’

to perfer the present Rev1ew.Appllcat10n.

4,  On careful consideration, we are of the oplnlon

" that there is no merit in -the present Review Application

and the same is rejected,
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(AJay JOMRI) - (P K. KARTHA)
MEMBER (A) - VICE CHAIRMAN(J)




