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IN the: central AOiPIINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEU DELHI

R»A.Nq, 143/95 Date of decisions ^
in

0.A.No. 2466/89.

I^iss Bani Baral,
iLecturer in n.L.T.,
Women's Polytechnic,
flaharani Bagh,
Neu Delhi. ,, Applicant

versus;

1. Oielhi Administration, Respondents
Directorate of Tech. Education,
Rouse Avenue, Neu Delhi

&

five others.

0_R__D E R (IN CIRCULATION)

This is a Re uLau Application bearing No, 143/95

filsd by the original respondents in O.A. No. 2466/89

praying far review of the judgment dated 20.1,1995, A

p

petition far condonation of delay has also bean filed,

2» We have perused the contents of the Review

Application carefully,^ Ue are satisfied that the

Re viau Application can be disposed of by circulation

under Rule 17(iii) of CAT (Procedure) 1987 and ue

proceed to do so.

a perusal of the Reviaw Application, it is

seen that the applicants! ̂ being well-aware of the limited

scope and ambit of the Review Application under 0. 47,

Rule 1 CP£, hayl^'^tried to someh^ou bring the? application

within Lhe scope of this order by alleging that some

inadwartant. prrprs are there on the face of the record^

in the judgment. They have, in particular, referred to

para 7 af the judgment and pray that in view of the
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cancsllatign arder dated 4.5.1990 by which the

impugned seniority list dated 25.5.1988 was with

drawn, they aubmit that the further comments/direc

tions in para 7 of the judgment may be reviewed by

merely rejecting the O.A. aut-right.

Tha views expressed in para ? af the judg-

ment^nacssitatBd by the stand taken by the taspan-
denta in thair raply^uhtoh have been rafarred ta

therein. There Is no errst apparent en the face ef

^  the recerd te jpstify a reriee.ef the judgment. I„

.  the garb of the re uleu appUcatien. uhat the appUcanW
original respondents are trying to do Is actuaUy

Seeking an appeal ̂ agUnst the judgment dated 20.1.1995

Uhich is not the proper, remedy^ as it, falls outside the

ecepe and ambit ef the reuleu application falling undar

0. 47, Rule 1 CPC.

5. Us have alsp perused the peUtian for conda-

nation if delay. The Re view Application should ha va

been filed within one manth of the receipt of a copy

of the arder. The order is stated to have been sent

on 30.1,1995 to the respondents. I„ the cir oamstances,..

the^reasons given for the inordinate delay in filing the
Beuieu Application being unsatisfactory, the Revieu

Application also fails on this ground. si.

6. In the result, the Reuieu Application is dis-

missed.
/

(Smt. Lakshmi Swarainathan) ^ w u ■ u \
Plsmber (J) '^rxshnan >

''^ce-Chairman (A)


