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BY CIRCULATION ----------· ---
CENTRAL ADN.lNISTRATIVE TRI.BUNAL, ADDL. BENOi 

ALLAH8BAD 

Coram : 

DATED: T~IS THE fJJAY OF Jt.JNE 1997 

Hon•ble Mr . T. L. Verma .Th1 

Hon• ble Mr. S. Dayal Atl1 

--.- .... -.-. 
. 

Review Appli ca~i on no. 36 of 1996 

IN 

Ori gi nal Appli cation No . 254/94 

Han sh Chandra Ojha - - - - - -- - - - Applica nt 

Sri J . t.1. Sinha 

versus 

Union of India and others- - - - - - - Respondents 

C/R Sri S.C.Tripathi 

Order 

By Ho~ble Mr . T. L. verma JM 

Thi s application has been filed fer 

review of t he judgment and order d ated 8 .1.1995 

passed in 0 . A. No . 254/94. 

2. The aforesaid O. A. was filed for 

quashing the order dlted 20 .1.1994 cancellin) the 

appointme nt as E.D. Mail rAan . The a;.,pli caht of the 

said O. A. was initially appointed as substitute 

EDm~ at Pilibhit R. M.s. in pl ace of Nokhey Lal by 

orderd ated l . 4 .1992. He ·.vorked as such till 16. 2 . 93 

He was again appointed on the said post on 24.2. 93 ' 

a nd continued to work as such till 23 . 3.1993. He ~ 
I was thereafter ap~ointed provisionally as EDr\it.1 
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on 9.12.1993 a nd continued on the said post upto 

10.12.1993. Again by order dated 14.1.1994, applicant 

was given provisional appointment in terms of instruc­

tion issued by letter dated 23.2.1987 of the Post 

Master General. The said appointment of the applicant 

was cancelled on the directions of respondent not.3. 

en the consideration of the pleadings of the parties a 

other materials on record, the O.A. was dismissed. 

3. we have perused the orders sought to 

be reviewed and also the ave r ments made in the Review 

application. From the perusal of the j udgment and order 

s ought to be reviewed, it is absol ute l y clear that the 

a~pli cant had been appointed provi s ional l y without 

following the procedure l aid down in different instruc­

tions issued by the c ompetent authority in that be half 

from time t o time . That beinj so , it was held that the 

a pplicant had a cquired no right to hold the post. I n 

the facts and circumstacnes of the c 2se , it \AJas found 

that the order te r rrd.nating the services of the ~plicant 

'l1as pe rfe ctly justified _. for that matter it did not 

warrant interefe r e nce by this Tribunal. 

4 . The a~pli ca nt has failed to make out 

any case as may justify to invoke the revi ew j urisdic- · 

ti on. The a i-1t--li ca nt has i nfact sought fresh judgment 

o f the controversy by invoking revi ew jitrisdiction. 

Thi s is not permiss ble under law, 

Invi cw o f the above , we find no merit 
' 

i n this reviev1 a 1~plication and the sarre is dismissed 

a c co:::-di ngl y . 

~ 
f\1ember( A) t,!e robe r ( J) 
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