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IN THE CENIAAL AUMINISTHATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD
ADDITLUNAL BENGH AT ALLAHABAD
ok *
Allahabad ; Dated this Qq;da§ of JgNuary, 1997

Review Application No,41 of 1996

Un behalf of fFrem Shanker Shukla - Heview Applicant
iN

Uriginal Application No,168] of 1993

CP‘J f -
Hont'ble ur,” S, Das Gupta, A, M,

prem Shankar shukla, ., , , , ., .. . Applicant

Versus

a

Union of India & cthers, , , . ¢+ + + o ¢ RHespondents
“

: ORDER

By Hon'ble ur, g Das Gupta., A M

This application has been filed seeking review

of the judyement and order dated 27-7-1996 by which

lﬁ.the aforesaid 0OA, the cnntrcversy was on the
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UA No, 1681/1993 was allowed with certain stipulations,
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35 The aforesaid order has been sought to be reviewed
on the ground that recently a clarification has been issuedi
by the Ministry of Finagnce under an Uffice Memo dated E
23-3-1996 on the bagsis of which the controversy could i
have been finally adjudicated by the Iribuns) itself,
it has been stzted that the impugned judgement suffers
trom the patent error on the face of reaord, g, g4 plea |
hagl been raised by the respondent to the effect that the *i
post of Assistant Director WBrade 1I, held by the applicant
was an ey cadreﬁjﬁht a decision on the controversy was

not reached and the same was left undecided, This plea

s - is wholly misconceived as leaving the controversy open,
does not indicate any error apparent in the judgement

which was decided on other considerations,

R ‘iah judgement and order already rendered can be s Ta
reviewed only if it is shown to suffer from any error

apparent on the face of record or if any new fact is

ET?;-ﬁﬁa ﬁf" - brought out warranting such review, provided such fact

| 1 L could not be brought out egrlier despite exercising due

diligence, The only fact, which is now being brought r

3

out is issuance of certain instructions by the Ministry i  <

':}3; of Finance, Apparently, the aforesaid instruction was 8

ﬂﬂt in existence at the time the controversy wad dECIded ;_;

ta#iawed on the basis of such instruction, On the athgg?ﬁis
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'zh ‘ng applicant has already ]ﬂen.given an Opponﬁ&ﬂtﬁﬁ ;

o "‘[f”F ?.his casE in case ‘l:ha
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5 This review application has no merit and is é
accordingly dismissed, |
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