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ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA, PRINCIPAL EENCH

RACNOLZZB/97 In DA Mo, 1958/37
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New Delhi, this 8th day of CQctobeir, 1997

) o [{ e b . AY
sle Shrl S0P, Bilswas, Menber (A)

Hon

Shitl Amrik Singh
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This RA has been filed by the the . eapplicant agaliast

and ‘judgement passed ir OA 1958/97 o

.

the sald CA was dismissed melng devoid

merits, 1t was, however, observed therein that this

b)

will not debar the to persuade the matter witl

respondents, in casé the latter 30 du\3r~s Lo consider

apslicant’ s plea,

Do AL the outs itois made dlﬂwr that the scope of

Feview 1s very limited. " The Tribunal is rot vested with

inherent power of

review.., It'@x@f@ises that power
under Order 4?, Rule | Of'CPC whighlﬁerﬁitg réview if j
there is (io‘digcovery of‘&‘ﬁéw and impogtant pisce “>f, |
ks
N |
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a

evidence, which inspite of due diligence was not

available with the review applicant at the time of

hearing or when the order was made; - (2) .en error

apparent on the face of the record or (3) any. other

’

analogous ground.

3. None of the above said ingredients are available in

the present RA. The grounds advanced by the review

applicant inclusive of binding effect of transfer policy

issued by, executive have already been carefully

cohsidered by me at the time of hearing and the

applicant has not come with any- fresh
v : )

point in support

of his case that wbuld warrant - us to review the

judgement.

4, In the circumstances; the RA is summarily rejected

having no force.
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