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hri M-P" Oingh u. if -f the

■I ''" filed behalfReview application i.->
.4^tf=-d S.12-,<i00O by-1,-ant for review of the o, ue, dat.

,  r-Hna devoid of meritOA No.38/2000 was dismxsseo -

for the detailed discussions made in Paras

we find that the review applicant is tryind to build
-4"q•{"iori of 111

L,. . I l'<\ 1 "CC* 1 f I I ci T- CJ. i.. A. w* I •,P a case in his favour by mi-^mt. ^
l.r- for filling up of post of Dire..to,recruitment rule.:^

rt- a-ree The judgement was delivereofworks). we do not ay, t,.e- _
K. • i-hfx apex cour t m the:

f n-uina the ratio laid down by tne avfolltJWiny LII-
u  b •N-ir (1994) 6 3CC a.t'vj-f MPPCr VS. N.R.Potda. fx mu. . lcase of (iPr->D vs hiaher

1"-' ' that "'ailing persons w iand on the analogy tnat .ai w
n-v ■ longer experience through thequalification anLi 1 y
X  wi"-~tinq th^ best candidate arnony tnemadvertisement and selot^tiny

o." h'-is bert-n legally madef. c- faulted. Thus no cas^ .has Ps-ncannot oe tauiuss.

11--ant for a review of our judgement,out by the appli'-^^nt > '->y
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3.. That apart, it would be relevant to rnentiun nere that

the scope of review is Very limited. The Tribunal has no
-iherent power to review its judgement. It can do so

nly when the RA comes within the four corners of Section

22(3)(f) of Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 read with
Order 47, Rule 1 of CPC which inter alia provides for

review if there is discovery of new and important matter

or evidence which, after exercise of due diligence was

not within the knowledge of the applicant, or could not

be produced by him at the time when the order was made,
(ii) on account of some mistake or error apparent un

the face of the record or (iii) for any other sufficient

reason. We find no such ingredients is available in the

present RA. In view of this position, the RA is
rejected. No costs.
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