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,i IN THE CENTRAL ADNINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR

1

Date of order : q' 3(2bcﬂ/

RA Ne¢.23/2001 (OA No.124/94)

‘Bhupendra Singh s/o Shri Bhabhut Mal r/o Plot No.14, Panchwati Cclony,

in front of Adarsh Nagar Railway Station, Ajmer.

e ‘ '~ ..Applicent
. '

Versus

1. ' Union of 1India through the General Manager, Western -

Railway} Churchgate, Mumbai.
2. . "The’Divisiaﬂal Rai]way.Managar} Western Bailway, Ajher.
3. ( Shri Vivek Mathur s/o Shri Pushkar Lal Methur r/o 110/10
-Near Amarkunj, éivil Lines, Opposite Ssvitri Schoél,
Ajﬁér. | -
.. Respondents

ORDER

. Per Hon'ble Mr. A.P.NAGRATH, Administrative Member ‘
N - i L. . N . -

This Review Application has been filed seeking a review

df the ofders dated 9.7.2001 passed by this Bench in OA Ne. 124/94. By

‘this order prayer of the applicant .in OA wss dismissed.

2. "~ The Review Application is based on the plea that the
four grounds on which .the selection was challenged in OA, were not
dealt with by the Tribunal on the basis of record and adverse finding

was given mainly on the statement of the coﬁnsel_for,the respondent s,

Further ground taken is that the . Tribunal ccmmitted an error of

disbelieving the contention of the applicant that Shri Vivek Mathur
and other persons were . not éligible candidates for appearing in the
selection>as they did nct possess requisite qualificaticns and that

only Matriculation is not the prescribed cquelification for the past-

.Another reason advanced for review is that the- rerondente mJQ1ed the

Trlbunal by =tat1nc that ‘Shri Vivek Mathur wae a °erv1ng employee. Yet

another ground of the applicant is that the Tribunal did not deal with




Faul

Y . I
| ;s 2t
H f ., .

M

the \cbntention of the applicant that for dJirect recruitment from
amongst the non-serving employee ITI, course campleted,Act Apprentice
wes neces sary qualificetion. It haq ‘beenstated that the Tribunal then
dld not ccns:der .the 1nterpretat10n—1n the light of adverthement
1esued by the reepondent ; as the respondents at ne peint of t1me saJd

that the advertisement was wrongly issued or that some omissicn was

made in the notification regarding eligibility recuirement.

‘3. . | We have perused the. order 6ated-9.7.2001 scught to be
reviewed and we.find that all the gounds raised by the applicant_for
seeking-a review of the order haye been diseussed while arriving at
| the decisicn. What the applicant is seeking ohly‘ieufe—apprecjating of
the evidencefproauced before uvs or the akgtments advaneed at the time

. cf hearing. ~

4, / ' The scope of review of a jﬁdicial order is veryllimited.l
The oceasion for review mey arise if (a) an error apparent cn the faee
of record might has cccured in the ofder,.(b) if any new fact has come
to the lnoht vhich, despite due diligence, could nct be brouqht tc the
notlce of the Trlbunal In the instant. case, the p£t1t10ner has not
been pointed cut any error apparent con the. face nor dees he claJm that
any new fact had come tc the ]]Oht His whole ccntention is ‘that the
Tribunal has not dealt with the points raised bylhim in the OA cn the -
basia of records but hss mainly relied on the statement made by the
counsel for the reapondents and thet the Tribunsl has -not drawn'any'
adverse inference against the respendents by neot producing the
relevant records and by-accepting the respondents statement in regard
to ‘missing of those . records. ‘Obvioue]y,_ the appllcant entire
emphasisl is on re-appreciating the evidence, vhich does not fall
-within the scope of review of jgaicjal orders. We de not flnd any of

the grounds taken for review acceptable.
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5., We, therefore, dismiss this Review Application.
. . i )
1 ] ’ o . ) *_/-'/ \
(A.P.NAGRATH) : Lo <o o (S.K.AGARWAL)
Adm. Member ' ' Judl .Member
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