CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH ¢ ALLAHABAD

"CIVIL MISC,REVIEW APPLICATION N0.79 OF 2000
IN

ORIGINAL APPLICATION M0,835 OF 2000
ALLAHABAD THIS THE STH DAY OF SEPTEMBER,2003

HON'BLE _MAJ GEN. K. K. SRIVASTAVA ,MENBER-&_

Ghen Shyem,

scn of Sehtu,

resident of village end Post Deora-Bazer,

Sub Post Tetari,

District-Siddharﬂ‘. Negar, vecevesseAPPlicent

(By Advocete Shri Senjey Mishre )

Versuse

— l. Union of Indis,

through Secretary,

Minietry of Human Besources,
Development, (Depertment of Education),
Govt. Of India, Shestri Bhevwen,

New Delhi,

2. Deputy Director Nevodaye Vidyeleye,
Sermitti, A-39 Kellesh Colony,

New Delhi,
N 3. Director Nevodeya Vidyslaye Sammitti,
- . -39 Keilash Colony, !
New Delhi, sseseesesesROSPpOndents

(By Advncete Shri Vinod Sweroop )

L RDER

Thie Review Applicstion hae been filed for review of

the order deted 30.10.2000 passed in 0.4. No.835/00. The
leerned counsel for the applicant submitted that the
jurisdiction of the Tribunsl in regerd to Navodaya Vidyelaya
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hasﬁhrougtt in the yeer 1998n WeB8efe from 01.12.1%g. The leerned

counsel for the epplicent submitted that Petna High Court did
not pess any specific order regerding representetion of the
applicent deted 06.09,1996, The Hon'ble Patna High Court
pessed the following orders -

"8, Leerned counsel hoyever, contended thet petitioner

in hies deteliled representetion, contailned in &nnexure-8
deted 6th September, 1996 had requested the Director

(resnondent no.3) to re-exemine hie ceee on the bagls of

meteriele pleced in thet Pepresentetion, but unfortunately,

no reply hes yet been given.

9. In my view, 1t would be slweye open to the
petitioner to puresue hies remedy before thet suthority.
But in the fecets 2nd circumstences of this ceee, it
would be difficult for thie court to interfere with the

impugned order. In the result, subject to the obegervatio

mede shove, thie writ spplicetion is, thue, dismisced.™

e In view of the above, I am not inclined to accept the
ground advenced by the epplicent's counsel. Ihe order deted

30.10, 2000 hee 2lreedy heen pesced after heerigg the parties,
On perusel of the record I find thet the order is legel and 1is

not liehle to be reviewede There is no&' merit in the Review

Applicetion. Therefore, the seme 1s rejected.
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