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CENTRAL AnMINISTRATIVE^TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH,
NEW DElHIi'

of

M«A«No^5Q5Vu «
0,A •Mof1^/91

N^w Qelhi this 13th May,1994.

CCRABUs

Hon*ble Mr|lj,P,5haraa| MaabarCJ)

Hoti*ble ^S:^.R,Adig«» Member(A)

Shri Qigar Singh,
s/o Late Shri Sher Singh, working as Peon,'
Receipt tflsspateh Section, M/O Finance,
DepttSI of Expendituref
Room No|29, North Block,'
New Delhi

By Advocate Shri S.C.Ltithra 1^.%.'.V.^;MppUcanti

versus

1*^ Union of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,*

Department of Economic Affairs,
North Block, New Delhif

The Secretary!
Department of Expenditure!
M/O Finance, North Block,''
New Delhil

3,' Shri RlRiTha,
under Secretary,

M/Finance, Depttf of Economic Affairs,
North Block!
New Delhi

By Advocate Shri P,H«Ramehandani
.Respondentai

/ ORDER

By Hon'ble MrlS.R^ae;? MemberfA)

In this R,A«' the applicant Shri Digar Singh

has prayed for review of this Tribunal's order

dated 9^$92 in M.Pi^Mo|2395/91 in 0,A.*Noll933/91

•Shri Digar Singh Vs, Union of India*, m!a.'No»1057

of 1994 has also been filed praying for production
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of an attested copy of the ITI Wlrenan Trade

Certificate possessed by Shrl Shiv KiMar and also an

affidavit as to how the respondentscosipnted the five

years* experience in the case of Shri Shiv

2$ The inpugned judgnent had discussed the

applicant's grievance owing to his non-appointiaeiit

to the post of Biectrieian in the Oepartnent of

Bconimic Affairs. It is stated that the pest was

to be filled by direct xecruitaent vide Circular

dated i6*'i2|b7 and after consideratien of the

candidates by a Selection Coinaittee, one Shri Shiv

Kunar*^ respondent ni^ was selected and appointed to

that post on It was further noted that

the applicant was selected by the Selection Coneitteefi

Apart fron holding that Shri Digar Singh's application

was barred by linitation, it was also held that

even on nerit» the applicant's case could not

succeed, because at best he could assert a right to

consider for eppointnent which consideratien had been

givenl He had no right for selection^

2$ Under Order A7 Rule ICPC.^, a decision/judgnent/
order cm be reviewed only if;

i) it suffers fron an error apparent on the
face of the record;

ii) new Material or evidence is discovered
which was not within the knowledge of

A the parties or could not be produced by
that party at the tine the judyaent
was nade, despite due diligence; or

iii ) for any sufficient reason construed to mean
analogous reasons!

4» None of the grounds taken in this review

application, bring it within the scope and ambit

of Order 47 Rule 1 CFC.' The allegation that Shri Shiv



iCunar was neither a departaental candidate nor the

nominee of the BnployHent Exchange and was ineligihle

for appointment, or that the applicant was better

qualified for the job, does not bring it within the four

comers of Order 47 Rule 1 CPC as defined abovef

5| In the resultf this reviow application fails

and is rejected.

(S41*iADIGB) (j.PiSHWailA)
MSIIBBR(A) MEMBER(J)
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