CENTRAL &DMINISTR&TIVE TRIBUNAL , PRINCIP%L BENCH
RA NO. ’“ouﬁ in OA No.38/2000
New Delhi. this qjh day of January, 2001

Shiri Kuldip Singh, Memnbar (J3)
S P, Singh, Mempber (A)

(By shiri W GUpta, advocate)
Versus
chairman '
pgricutlture © seientgist fractt. Board
Krighi Anusana han Bhavan,lpd:ﬁ
[RES1T] Delhi and tnre&'othero .- raspondents

ORDER(IN circulation}

Rawiew applicatian is filed o behalf of  the
applicant f o raview of rhe oraer date 8.12.2000 by

which 0O& No.ssfzoob WAS dismiss;o'b@ing dewvoid of merit
ang for the detailed discussions made in paras 9 and 10.
Z. We find that the review applicant is trying to build
up & case in his fawvour by m1¢1ﬁtc““r&tation of the
corultment rules Tor F£illing up of post of Director
(WGFK&]. We do not agree. Tha Judgem@nt WAS delivered
Fellowing  the Fatio laid down by the apéx mourt in the

cage of MPRSC ve. N.K.Potaar & &N (1594} 6 SCC 273
qualifiration and - longer experisnce through the

cannot O faulted. Thus No case has been legally made

aut by the applicant For a review of our judgsment.
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% That apart, it would be relevant to mention here that

the scops of review is very limited. The Tribunal has no
inherent power o review its judgement. It can do 80
only when the RA comes within the four cormers of Section

22(3Y(F)  of administrative Tribunals Act, 19285 read with

%)

Order 47, Rule 1 of CPC which inter alia provides for
review if there is diécav&ry of new and important hatter
or evidence which, aft@r exarcise of due diligence wWas
net  within the Hnwwledg@ of the applicant, or could not
be  produced by him at:thﬁ'tima when the order was mads,
aie o (11) on account of:séme mistake or error apparent on
the Fface of the r&cor# ar (iii) for any other sufficient

reason. We find no sul ingredients is available in the

pressnt  RA. In wview of this position, the RA i
rejected. MO COstS.

(+.F. Singh) {Kuldip Singh)
Mambar (A) Member (J)
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