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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
DELHT .

ISz
Refe No 437/1089
in

0.A. No,1683/1987.

shri V,P, Saini & Ors Vs, U,0.I, & Ors,

This Review Application has been filed by ghri
K.KeChakravarty, respondent No.5 in O.A; No.1683/1987
against the arderApassed by this Tribunal on 3.7.1980¢
Shri Chakravarty has stated that the respéndent NG +3
(Directar, IARI) had neither revealed full facts of the
case nor produced some important records befeore the
Tribunal. Accarding te him, in the 1984 Limited
Departmental Exéminatien, He had secured higher peositien
than ene Shri Shambhu Dutt; who was declared senior to
him and presentiy verking aSFSuperinﬁendent, Diiecte:is

6ffice, IARL, Neuw Delhi. UWhen his repressntation uwas

'axamined.in ICAR, it was revealed in a Review DJ.F.C.

that his position was.actually higher in merit than the
aforesaid shri shambhu putt who was promoted to the post
of superintendent vide foice Order datsd 22.3.1985,
These facts were not brought befaore the Tribunal by
respondents 2 and 3 in their counter affidavit with tha

result that while his appointment has been quashed by

the Tribunal, the appointment of Shri shambhu Dutt stands

valid although he uwas lower in merit in 1984 examination,

He could not avail of the next chance of taking the
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Departmental Exaéination‘as,he was already appointed
Superintendent prior to that date, |

2, UWe haﬂe examined the review application. a revieg can

be allowed only on thE. grounds that either there i; error
apparent on the face of record or error of law or some material
fact having a bearing on the case was not within the knouwledge
of the applicant at the time when the case was heard and it
came to his kndwledge oniy subseguently., e note that ths
review applicant, for whatever reasﬁns, although he had
knowledoe of the ease in the Tribunal, did not bring out the

!
facts mentioned in parasgraph & before this Tribunal at the

appraopriate time. it has nggﬂgéen sxplained why ths review
applicant who was a respondent in the O.A. did not bring out
all the méterial facts which he has now stated in the rsview
application at the time dhen the original application was
heard. ~ He cannot passﬁj:the blame to other respendents and
since he is not able to bring amy new or imoortent matter, n
which was not within his<knowledge, we are unable to allow his

review application as it would amount to rehearing of the case

for which no reasons exist. In the circumstances, the
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review application is dismissed.

{AMITAV BANERJI)
CHAIRMAN



