
I'N "  MS

central AOTINISTRATIUE TRiaUNAL principal bench

.  NEU DELHI,

R.A.No, 152/19 97

.  in

0, A.No. 2 023/94.
.  -fL.

Nbu C^lhi; this the day of Dun a# 1997.

HON'BLE flR.SeR. AOIGE MET'IBERCa)'
, HON'BLE ,DR. A.\iEDA\/ALLr flEMBERp).

n.R, Deuan, IFS(AGnU)
D-315, Niiman l/ihar,
Delhi -92 , .«. Appli can tv

Versus,'

1. Union of India through
the Secret a ry.p
Ministry of Eh vi ronm en t & Forest,

^  Praya\»aran Bhauan, CGO QompleK,
Lo di Road,
N'Bu:OBlhi« IIDOO3 •

2. The Doint Cadre Authority (D Ca) for IFs{aGMU)
Cadre through

the Doint Secretar y (UTs),

Ministry of Home Affairs,
Neu Delhi ».., ffespon ts."?

-OJQ£fijBY CI'RCULaTION).

BY HON '3LE M R. S. R. A DIG F. M EM3 ER( a) .

Perused the Ra,

2. The ground taken by the rev/ieu applicant is

that OA No. 2022/94 is not barred by Res Dudicata as

held by us in the impungad judgndit dated 30.12,96.

3* This ground cannot fo un the basis of a

prayer to revieu the impugned judgndit as it cfcies

not come uithin the scope and ambit of Section 22(3)

(f) AT Act read uiith Order 47 Rule 1 CP C under

uhich alcne any judgn dnt/ordei/decision of the

Tribunal can be reviewed,

review applicant is dissatisfied

with the impugned judgment it is open to him to

approach the app rop ri a te,, fo rum in. the m diner prescribe



by lau« In the guise of a revieu petition he

cannot sed< to challsige our interpretation of

the 1au»

5, [\!o good reasons have bem advanced why

this Rft should no t. b disposed of by circulation

in accordance uith Rule 17(3) A«T« Act#

6» Accordingly the prayer for oral hearing

is rejected and the RA is disnissed#

(  dr.a.uedavalli )

fl ETIBERCd)

^ c
rvT/C(  S.R/ADIGE )
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