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-praying far revisw of the judgment dated 20.1,1995, A
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL. BENCH -

NEW DELHI
*r
R.AJNo, 143/95 | Dats of decisions 24-7-9>7 .
- in _
O.R.No, 2466/89.
Miss Bani Baral,
Lgcturer in M.L.T,,
Women's Pelytechnic,
Maharani Bagh,
New Dslhi, ' .s Rpplicant
yerguss
1. Delhi Administration, .. Respandents

Oirectorate aof Tach. Education,
Rouse Avenus, Ney Delhi

&
"five others.

O_R_D_E_R_(IN CIRCULATION)

This is a Review Application bearing No. 143/95

filed by the ariginal respondents in O.A. No, 2466/89 !
‘ . S

petition for condonation of delay has also bean filed,

2. We have perused the contents of the Revieuw

Applicatian carefully, We are satisfisd that the
_ - Ea :

Review Application can be dispased of by circulatjon
under.Rule 17(iii) of CAT (P;acedura) 1987 and ws
proceed te da so.

#

3. Oﬁ a perusal af ths Revisy ARpplication, it is |

seenithat the applicants‘baing well-aware of the limited

L

- 8cope and ambit ef the Review Application under O, 47,

Ruls 1 CQ&, hagﬁiiﬁied to gomeheu bring thagapblicatian
within the scope of this order by alleging that some

inadyertant. grrers ars thers gn the face of the record,

in the judgment, They Héva, in partiéular, referred to

- para 7 af the judgment and pray that in vieuw of the
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Application also fails on‘@his ground, .

cancellatisn order Qated 4.5.1990 by uﬁich the
impugned seniority list dated 25,5,1988 yas with- f
draun,‘they submit that the further comments/dire c-
tions in para 7 of the judgment may be reviewed by
mersly rejecting the 0.A. out-right,

4, Tha viaus expressad in para 7 of the judg=

menE(nsceSSLtated by the stand taken by the respon-

- dents in thsir replx}uhrch hawe been refarred tg

therein. Thers is ne errar apparent on the face of

the record to justify a review.of the judgment, In
the~garb of the re vay applicatinn, what thq;applicant{
original reSpondeﬁts are trying ts do is actually
seeking an appgalﬁaggﬁhst the judgment déted 20;101995
which is not the proper remedx}és it fallsoutside the
scope and ambit ef thé‘revieu application falling under
0. 47, Ruls 1 cCPC,

5 We ﬁave a13§ perused the petition for copda-
natian ®r delay. The Re\da;'Application,sthld ha w
been filed within gne month of the receint of a capy

of the arder, The arderhis statad to h;;e been sent
2n 30.1.1995 to the respondents, In the cxrcumstances,_
the reasons glven for the 1nardinata delay in filing the
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Revzew Appl;cac;en being unsatlsfactory, the Revisw

b S
%
k.

IS

6. In the result, the Review Applicatisn is dis-

mxssed. . ,;
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(Smt. Lakshmi Suamlnathan) | ( NoV. Krishnan )
Namber (3) ‘ Vice-Chairman (A)




