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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, AILLAHABAD BENCH,
Revieaw Petition No., 28 of 1997
In re.

Original Application No, 756 of 1995.
this the 6th day of July'2001.
HON 'ELE MR. S. DAYAL, MEMBER (A)
HOX'ELE MR, RAFI) UDDIN, MEMBER(J) !
Union of India & others - sos Applicantse.

1" By Advocate ¢ Sri V. Gulatil. s |

S | Versuse. R .
Dhanraj s o0 RES{‘Ondmti

! Ey Advocate ¢ Sri R.P. Singh.

| © R D ER (ORAL)
Ss DAYAL, MEMBEER (A)

This Review petition has been f£iled for review
of the order passed by this Tribunal in O.A., no. 756 of 1995
‘ dated 18.12,1996. The ground on which the review is sought &

that the Dgpartment through the Standing Counsel appearing

1 for the Union of India produced the entire record of the

case before the Bench, ahd the Bench perusad the sama. It is
also stated that the letteor rdo. BE-3/Hinauta/95-96 dated

546495 issusd by the SSP, Allahabad was given to the Bench
Secretary, vhich categorically states that out of eight
candidates, who apnlied for the post of EDBPM, one was Shéoraj.

The ‘said candidate was not considered as he was already I

working on the post of EDDA, Hinauta, although ha possessed

the maximum marks and also belongs to SC categorve. It 1s
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QLclaimad that an inadvertment error in the judoment which
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hieview further gstates that the record had actually been

proceeds: on the basis that no material was produced

before the Bench to show that Sheoraj applisd in response

to open advertisement, but was not considered due to the
fact +that he was already workinag as EDDA/EDMC, ﬁinauta—. i

It is prayed that para 8 of the judgment be amended to

bring-out the abova facts.

2% We find from the O0.A. that the applicant,
ragpondent in the reviow, had £1led O.A. for setting-aside
the order dated 12/20-7=-95 by which SSPO, 2llahabad
Division issued a notice to Sri Dhanraj, EDBPM that his

sorvices shall stand terminated on the expiry of a period

of one month from the date of service of the notice, o
The learned counsel for the applicants has shown that "“Lr"
all throuch the contentions of tha respondentx that

Sri Sheoraj was a candildate for selaection to the post

of EDBPM and was most deserving candidate. Hence, the
conclusion drawvn by the Division Bench iIn para 8 of the
judoment is contrary to the pleadinas. The learned o
w KR 2an b ol - .
counsel for the applicants) respondents in the 0.A.,
states that there 1s an error app’arﬁnt on the face of

the record.

3e We f£ind that the learned counsel for the
aprlicants in the review is challenging the final order
on marit. The purpose of review 1s to correct the errors
vhich are apparent on the face of the record, but the
Bench under the garb cannot interfere with the f£indings
of a co-ordinate Bench in the review. Chbllangs to a case

can only be made in the appropriate judicial forum in

the form of appeal or under writ jurisdiction.

4% The learned counsel for the gpplicants in the
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produced. In this connection, ha shows a copy of the letter
dated 5.6.95 igsued by the SSPO, Allahabad to Post Master
General, Allahabad, a copy of vhich has b2en tagoed to the

ordaersheet datad Ge 111996,

5e We f£ind from the ordersheéet dated 6.11.1996
that the respondents were directed to make available the
records pertaining to the a;:;pointmmt and cancellation of
appointment, which would be returned after the judoment was

regserved,

6e The observation in para 8 of the jgudament is that

the learned counsel for the respondents in the 0.A. ware

directed to produce for our perusal records pertaininag W
- »
: |

to the sppointment of the applicant at the time of hearing

of the case on 6.11.1996. However, despite walting for one

month, these records wer2 not made avallable. The Bench further

observed that we cannot, therefore, conclude on tha basis
of the averments made on record that the applicant's appoint-
ment suffered from any pnatent irregularitve It 1is in
R
concailvable that a Bench which have bermAth'*: record pertaining
to the gppointment and cancellation of the gpplicant on the
datz2 of hmaring could cive direction on the same date for‘
production of the records. It 1s not the case of the learned
counsal for the applicants In the resview that the sald records
were subsequently procduced within a month before the Bench.
Therefore, we do not consider that any mm 1: warranted

in the remarks regarding non-production of records.

7 We do not consider that any particular harm was
caused of the final order to the respondents because the

Bench had observed Iin the concluding para that pe al::—o grant
liberty to the respondents to conduwet selectlon for that post

afresh by considering the candigature of Sri Sheoraj, alongwith

/Rfiher Includ ing the applicant, if sri Shboraj had applied
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for ths post .in response to ppen advertisement and if congidering

the relative marits of all the candidates Sri Sheo Raj is
found to be a candidata of better merit than the applicant, | g
| N
he shall be sppointed on that post after terminating the
sarvices of the applicant in the prescribed manmner. "
8. Theraeforae, we are of the considered view that ] i?' -
the learned counsel for the applicants In the review has not _,
L
baen able to maks-out any case to review of the final order. 'L.- '
& N
The Review petition stands dismissed.
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