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ORDER

Tns applloant of CA 1393/92 has filed this Revlsv
A,olioation against the Judownt and order dt.3.11.1992
by which the apollcationwas partly allowdd v.-ith the
directl-.n to the resoondents that if the^pllcant reports

™4.K +-0 loin the post of Staff Nurse,within a period of one month t j

,ne may be allowed to join on the prescribed scale of pay
from the^te of joining and may also consider on the oround
of eligibility or on compassionate yound for allotment of
eligible type of residence in her favomr,

2. The review applicant is aggrieved by an observation

in the judgment that the respondents shall be flree to t ake
action against her for eviction and real isation of cSmageS

for over staya:cording to the law as per Extant Rules.

3. It is averred in the Re '̂iew Aopllcation that the mftin

Issue and the relief claimed in the OA was a direction to

the rescondents to act in terms of the letter dt.24.3.1992 and

the retention of the Government accommodation of Bungalow

No.116 Bhagat Singh Marg or the licence fee etc. was not

the issue before the Tribrjnal. Thus it is said that there' is

an error aoparent on the face of the record of the jud^r^ent

and the judgroent be reviewed. In the OA, in para-9, the
applicant has also prayed for grant of an interim relief

that the resoondcnts be restrained from evicting tiae

I.
• • • 2# 0 •



-2-

^ applicant from Bungalow No. Il6, Bhagat Singh Marg,

Delhi and charge the normal licence fee till she is

allotted a due type of accommodation on her being

allowed to join the appointed post. Thus the werment

made in the Review Aopl ication that the issue of the

residence No.116, Bhagat Sing Marg was not raised in the

said OA, is against the record. In f act on 27.5.1992,

a stay was granted that the applicant should not be

evicted and no recovery should be effected f rom the

applicant. Annexure Al6 inclosed along with the

application also goes to show that the applicant wasy ^

served with a demand notice <3t. 3.9.1991 regarding

premises No.116 Bhagat Singh Marg, New Delhi.

4. There is no error apparent on the face of the

record and no c ase is made out for review of the judgment

5, The Review Application is, therefore, disiiissed.

(J.P. SHARMA)^^"^ '̂'̂ ^ ^
ME '̂BER (J)


