
Central Administrative Tribunal 
HYDERABAD BENCH: AT HYDERABAD 

R.P. No. go/go in 

O.A. No. 595/90 	 Date of Decision: 	 1990 
T.A.No. 

Smt. S. pochamina 	 Petitioner. 

Shri 0. Linga Rac 	 Advocate for the 
petitioner (s) 

Versus 

Director, A.T. I., Hyderabad 	 Respondent: 

Shri E.Fiadan Nohan Reo, Addi. CGSC 	Advocate for the 
Respondent (s) 

CORAM: 

THE HON'BLE MR. 3.N. JAVASINHA, tic 

THE HON'BLE MR. D. SURVA RAO, MEMBER (JUDIcIAL) 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? A-" 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment? 1k 
Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? /t'0 

Remarks of Vice Chairman on columns 1, 2, 4 
(To be submitted to Hon'ble Vice Chairman, where he is not on the Bench) 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 	HYDERABAD 

BENCH AT : 	HYDERABAD 

Review Petition No.9Q/i990 
in 0. A. No. 595 / 90. 

Date of order:'ni99J 

Between 

Smt. 5. Pochamma 	 7.0 	Applicant 

Us * 

1. The Director, Advance 
Training Institute, 
Uidyanagar,Hydera bad. 	 .. 	Respondent 

Appearance: 	
S\rA NJ 	 - 

For the applicant 
	

5ii5.Linga570, Advocate 

For the respondents 
	Shri C. Madan Mohan Reo, Addl. 

CGSC 

Coram: 

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.N. JAYASIMHA, VICE CHAIRMAN 

THE HON'BLE SHRI D. SURVA RAG, MEMBER (Judicial) 

(Orders passed in circulation) 

This Review Application has been filed seeking 

review of our order dt.1.8.1990 in O.A.No.595/90. The 

applicant in O.A.No.595/90 had sought to question the 

orders issued by the respondendent in that case dt. 

20.7.90 terminating the services of the applicant tt 

as ed—hoc Safaiwala. 	The basis for this termination was 

(Contd.) 
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The Thrector, Advance Training Institute, 
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One copy to Mr.E.Madanmohan Rao, Add1.c(SC. CAT.Hyd.Bench. 
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our order dt.9.7.90 in earlier O.A.No.879/89 to. which 

the applicant was a party. We had extracted in our 

order dt.1.8.90 tho. earlier, order in O.A.No.879/90 
,. 	 . 

and therefôe disposed of the O.A.No.59/90. In..the 

present Review Application once again the points raised 

in the previous O.A., which were dealt with and disposed 

of are sought to be agitated. The applicant seeks to 

contend that the order dt.20.7.1990 is liable to be 

quashed. 	As already stated above we had in the O.A. 

No.5911,Y9O clarified the circumstances in which the 

applicant could continue in a Cr.D' vacancy or in 

the post of Safailwala'to which she had been originally 

appointed. The applicant now seeks to once again re-

agitate the points which had been previously raised and 

therefore seeks review of our order dt.1.8.90 in D.A. 
0. 

5 /90. 	The power of the Tribunal tomview its orders 

is akin to the pousrunder Order 47, Rule 1 of C.P.C., 

the power of review can be exercised on the dis-

covery of new and important matter or evidence which 

after the exercise of due deligence was not within the 

knowledge of the person seeking the review  or could not 

be produced by him at that time when the order was made. 

The power of review may also be exercised. where some 

mistake or error apparent on the face of the record is 

found or on any analogous grounds: 	In our view none of 

these conditions are circumstances prevail which require 

review of our order dt.1.6.1990. We therefore see no 

merits in the Review Application.. Accordingly the Review 

Application' is rejected. No order as to costs. 

(e.N. JAVASINHA) 	 (o. SURVA RAO) 
/. 	 VICE CHAIRMAN 	, MEI'lBER(JUDICIAL) 

ot. 't  

t- iputy 'Registr (j)•  
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