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judgement suffers from error on the face of the records.

We do not find any such lacunae in the judgement

inasmuch as that we have already made very clear therein

that the documents placed before us did not show that

any cogent or clinching document was produced before the
\

UPSC to establish that the applicant has seven years

experience of conducting criminal cases in various

courts and if the applicant was short-listed and not

called for interview, we cannnot find any fault with the,

UPSC. We also find that the grounds advanced by the

applicant in the RA were already raised by him which

were taken care of for proper adjudication of the case.

Applicant cannot raise the same grounds for the sake of

converting them into a review application.

4. In view of the above position, we have no reason to

review our order dated 20.11.97. , The RA is therefore

summarily rejected under Order ^ ■ Rule 4(1) of

GPC.
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