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PER HOr BLE MR. .GO.a\L KRfHN.l'-\., VICE CHA1Rr1AN. 

n-1 .. t · t · U · o'.' f I d · 0 
. "'"~~ l 1.oners n1.on " · n 1a & rs. have filed this Review 

Appliciltion under Rule 1!7 of the Central Administrative Tribunal 

(JProce1ure) Rules, 1987,: for review of the order dated 16.7.'93 
I I . 

passed Jin O.A.No.132/87., 

2. We !have heard the learned counsel for the parties and have 
I . 

carefu]\ly examined the r~cords. The facts of the case are that 

the. i1
1

ugned decision was rendered on 16.7. 93 directing the' res­

ponden~~/petitioners to appoint the applicant/non-petitioner on 
~ ' 

a regurar bas is from the: same date from which respondents/peti-
1 

tionersl had given appointment to a person whose name appeared at 
I 

a seriaQ number lower than that the applicant in the merit list 
I I 

referrep to in the lette~ dated 29.9.92. PUrsuant to the dire-

ction, Jhhe applicant/non+petitio:r..er bas been given appointment 

as Sten~ Grade-D in the National Institute of Communicable 

Disease~, Delhi on a reg~lar basis from the date of joining on 

1: · 
1 f d I i i · that the post. The content1.on o the respon ents pet t oners l.S 

in viewlof a subsequent ~etter dated 5.4.94 sent by the Staff 

Selectibn Commission it ~·ranspired that the applicant/non-petitioner 

was notl\entitled to regularisation as a Stenographer Grade-D but 

she was
1
merely qualified~entitled to regularisation as an L.D.C. 

i ' 
am. s incte the direction g.iven by the Tr.j.bunal in the impugned 

decisioi for regularisat~on of the applicant/non-petitioner as 

a .Stenolrapher Grade~D wa.s b3-sed on the letter dated 29.9.1992 
• 'I . 

~f-N>. sent by •I the Staff Select~on Commission an::t the consideration that 

•• 2. 

I 
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I 
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I 

she W$s ·working in the :o£:fice of the petitioners/respondents 

as St~nographer G:Cade-q, the order passed by the Tribunal requ-. II 

ires to be reviewed duel to the subsequent letter dated 5.4.94, 
1 li :• . 

"nnx .,P-4. The counse\ for the respondents/petitioners has sub-

mitted! that the i~pugned order has to be reviewed since there was 
II :I 

discov:~ry of new and important -rnatter() br<c'b evidence' vJhich after 

the e~rcise of due dellgence was not Within the knowledge of the 

respoJents/petitioners ,seeking review am it could not be pro-
11 ;· 

duced tr them at the ti~ When the order was. made. The order was 

made on 16.7. 93 I this le;tter is dated 5 .4. 94. If there was any 
~ ~· 

mistake on the part of the respondents/petitioners, it can be 

attribjted to the neglig~nce of the Staff Selection Commission 
II 1:' 

Which .i!s another department of the Govt. of India. /y Power of 
'I I 

review is not to be exercised to correct a11 manners of errors. I 
I 

Weldo not find anyS'cope for review of the impugned order 

in termk of the provisions contained in Order XLVII Rule 1 of II : 

the. Civll Procedure Code j: This review application is therefore 
~ ~: 

dismissed with no order a;s to costs. 
I' " 

4. SinJe the review appl!ication has been dismissed, the M.A. 
I! " 

.No.227/ij4 for coridonation::·of delay accordingly stw.nds ·rejected. 

(o.P.S(l~ 
Mem)'erT'. 
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(Go pal Krishna) 
Vice Chairman. 
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